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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ox Toxspax next the Master of ‘the Rolls will hear 
‘witness. causes, but after that day no witness causes, 
-other than those which have been in that day’s paper, 
will be heard by his lordship before the Long Vacation. 





Tue Lanovr of keeping up with the voluminous judicial 
Yegislation of the day is no doubt severe, and the manuer 
- ‘nwhich new Rules of ‘Court are made to take effect 
- ~ before they are issued ‘to theprofession has, in a measure, 
_ ‘accustomed us to ‘the idea:of ‘a:double set of laws; the 
-one the laws actually in force -yet in the bosom:of the 
committee of judges ; the other the laws not in foree, yet 

the only laws known to the majority-:of ‘the judges and 
tothe profession. But it doesnot seem to'be desirable 


they have:now been .in pata grades. 
— Set. ilhe tbe tome 
note elsewhere, that . 


more than thre 

—— 

failed to xeoogniao tho existence of one of these rules. 

specially relating to a class of actions among the most 

frequent in his branch in the High Court. “We —* 

help thinking that among the changes incident to the 

removal to the Royal Courts of Justice, ——— 

cf a legal sandwich man (who might be a decayed Q.0.) 

to promenade the building with placards of the last new 
rules, would be a not undesirable novelty. 


three 





How 1s tr that the Master of the Rolls, who, wh 
sitting in the Court of Appeal, startles the profession 
his revolutionary doctrines as to the authority of pre- 
vious decisions, in his own court sometimes shows 
unwonted deference to cases laying down 

of questionable justice? In Pooley. Adams (12 W. 
R. 683) Vice-Chancellor Kindersley held .that, if, in 
the interval between the signature of the contract 
for purchase of an insured house and completion, 
the house is burned down, the purchaser mnet bear 
the loss, although the landlord has received the in- 
surance money. “Whatever,” he said, “the rule of 
the court might be as to enforcing specific perform- 
auce ina case where the property was burnt down, it 
was clear that the contract remained good at law, and 
that the purchaser might have been sued for breach of 
contract in refusing to complete and pay his purchase- 
money.” This means, of course, that the vendor may 
get his purchase-money twice over; once from the 
insurance office and again from the purchaser, Inthe 
recent case of Rayner v. Preston (L. R. 14:Ch. D. 297), 
the same question came before the Master of the Rolls. 
A house which was contracted to be sold ‘had been in- 
sured by the vendors against fire. Between the date of 
the contract and completion, the house was injured by 
fire to the amount of £330, and this sum was paid to the 
vendors by the insurance company. The vendors re- 
fused either to hand over the money to the purchaser or 
to expend it in reinstating the premises. The Master 
of the Rolls held that the purchaser was not entitled, as 
against the vendors, to the benefit.of the insuranee, 
Contrary tohis usual habit, the learned jadge does not seem 
to have discussed the question of principle. He thought 
that the question had been settled long ago by decisions, 
and he declined to take upon himself ‘to alter the law 
so laid down. Now, the only authority ‘besides Poolew. 
Adams seriously relied on by. the Master of ‘the Rolls 
was Lord Eldon’s decision in Paine v. Mélor (6 Ves. 
349), which was not in point. In that case specific 
performance of a contract for sale of a ‘house was 
resisted, on the ground that since the contract the 
vendor ‘had allowed the policy of fire insurance to 

without giving notice to the purchaser of the a) - 


nication of ‘the approaching lapse of the policy was no ob. . 
jection to specific performance, because*it-was ‘the house 
that was bought, not the benefit of any policy 
It is, no doubt, the.law, in accordance with this dec 
that a vendor is not bound, in the absence of express 
stipulation, to keep up the insurance on the. 

But it is a wholly different question whether the 
vendor receiving insurance money which, it is clear, 
since the decision in Ex parte Goreley (4 De G.J. & 8. 


that this arrangement should be extended ‘to Rules:of | money 


Court which, having at length passed out of the exclu- 

of'the committee, have been printed for'the | 
‘benefit ‘of'the public. ‘We'were enabled*to Jay before-our | 
weailers ‘the new Riles of ‘the —— ‘Court, April, 





1880, a‘few days'before they:came into operation, and | 


the first time, he might have devised some 


which would be fair to the purchaser, — 


express our regret that he could not see his 35 
8 
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ground of the decision in Zw parte Goreley, to depart 
from a doctrine which really rests only on the decision of 
a court of co-ordinate jurisdiction, and, as Mr. Dart has 
said, could not be acted on for his own benefit by any 
honest man. 





Tue pecision of the Court of Appeal on Tuesday 
last in thecase of Tamplin v. James, comes oppor- 
tunely after our recent remarks on plans annexed 
to particulars of sale. In this case there was no 
mistake in the plan, which showed the exact bound- 
aries of the property to be sold. It was referred to 
in the particulars, and was produced at the sale. But 
in the course of the festive proceedings which often 
accompany a country sale by auction, a glass of sherry 
‘was spilt over the map; the auctioneer’s clerk covered 
the map with blotting-paper to dry the stain, and the 
purchaser did not inspect the map. It appeared that 
when he made his bid he was under the bond fide im- 
pression that some gardens, which did not belong to the 
vendors but had been occupied by the tenants of the 
houses sold, formed part of the property sold. The 
particulars of sale were perfectly accurate. The court 
held that the defendant, not having taken the trouble 
to look at the particulars of sale, was not entitled to 
assert that he thought that the gardens were included in 
what he was buying, and he must be held to his bargain. 
It is comforting to learn that the vendor is not bound 
to dispel the misapprehensions of intending purchasers. 





Ir 1s expzcrep that the refreshment-room in the 
Royal Courts of Justice will be opened on or about the 
3rd of August. Tenders for the supply of refreshments 
are now being advertised for. 








The Albany Law Journal cites from another American 
journal a case in which the question arose whether a tele- 
graph operator could be compelled by subpoena to produce 
a dispatch sent by the defendant in a suit for divorce to her 
alleged paramour. The telegraph company ssked that the 
operator might be excused from obeying the subpana, on the 
ground that they were bound to their customers to keep all 

es secret. The judge held that telegrams were. not 
as such privileged communications, but were subject to 
compulsory production in the same manner as letters ; that 
a — in charge of a company might be reached by the 
courts in the same manner as a letter in the hands of a 
messenger. If a dispatch is relevant and competent evidence, 
and is described with sufficient certainty in the subpena, 
the company cannot refuse to produce it. In a case like 
the present, public policy does not require that any means of 
communication should be protected against examination. 


The committee of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland 
appointed to consider the Employers’ Liability Bill say 
in their report :—“A minority of the committee are of 
am that the Bill altogether is of a retrograde character, 

law has of late years been advancing towards the rule 
that fault shall impose an obligation for redress on the authors 
of the fault alone, and that rule is regarded by the minority as 
a sounder rule than that now sought to be introduced. But 
the committee were of opinion that it would have been better, 
if practicable, to have protected workmen from the results 
of injury sustained in the course of their employment by a 
pom of insurance, to which both workmen and employers 
be bound to contribute, than by a legislative measure 

like the present Bil]. The Bill makes no provision against 
the employers contracting with their workmen that they shall 
not be liable for damage sustained by the workmen a 
the of fellow-servants of whatever and the 
committee do not suggest that any such res should be 
on freedom of contract. But no doubt employers 
take advantage of this to protect themselves; and it is 
of this that the committee would urge the considera- 
an insurance system.” 





SEPARATE ESTATE. 


Tue protection originally afforded to married women, 
under the equitable doctrine of separate use seems, by 
recent decisions, to have been somewhat disturbed. It 
was a natural corollary from that doctrine that all 
engagements which a married woman might be fairly 
taken as having contracted on the credit of her separate 
property should be satisfied out of it; but the creditors 
of married women, proceeding, as was to be expected, 
to press the question as to what is to be taken as separate 
property, so as to be applicable under this corollary in 
satisfaction of their claims, appear at length to have got 
that question settled in their own favour to a degree 
which may almost defeat the purpose of the settlement 
under which the separate property is created. In 
Vaughan v. Vanderstegen (2 W. R. 599, 2 Dr. 363), Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley pointed out with great clear. 
ness that the principle of separate use, and the con-- 
sequent liability of a married woman on a contract, 
was applicable to the right of property only; and 
that a power exercisable by a married woman, 
being no peculiar creation of a court of equity, had no 
relation to the doctrine of separate use. He held that 
when such a woman had a separate estate for her life, 
with a general power of appointment over the corpus 
after her decease, her creditors could not (except in the 
special case of fraud, immaterial to be here noticed) 
establish any claim against anything but her life interest, 
for that her capacity in equity to contract was the cor- 
relative of the special right of property which equity had 
conferred upon her, and which was limited to her life 
interest. And in this view he also held that it was im- 
material whether the power was exercisable by act inter: 
vivos or only by will. It is clear that if this be the 
correct view, the general rule which, in the case of a man 
or a feme sole, says that property appointed under a 
general power of appointment by will shall, on the fail- 
ure of the general assets of the appointor, be applied in 
satisfaction of his debts, on the ground that he must be 
just before he is generous, has no application at all, be- 
cause the claim against the married woman is ex hypothest 
not a debt, except in eo far as equity in vesting property. 
in the woman has given her the means of satisfying it. 

But Vice-Chancellor Kindersley’s decision, although 
it was followed in several cases, was dissented from in 
Johnson v. Gallagher (9 W. R. 506, 3 De G. F. & JL 
494), and was finally overruled by the judgment of the 
Privy Council (delivered by James, L.J.) in London 
Chartered Bank of Australia v. Lempriére (21 W. RB: 
513, L. R. 4 P. C. 572), which laid down the rule that a 
trust for a married woman for her separate use during 
her life, and then as she should, notwithstanding cover- 
ture, by deed or will appoint, and, in default of appoint- 
ment for her executors or administrators, is a trust of 
the corpus of the property for her separate use for all 
purposes. ‘* Their lordships,” says the judgment, “ are- 
satisfied that,on the weight of authority and on prin- 
ciple, they ought to treat this as, what in common 
sense and to common apprehension it would be, an abso- 
lute gift to the sole and separate use of the lady. The 
words are an m and expression of what would 
be implied in the words ‘sole and separate use’; and: 
they conceive themselves at liberty to hold that such a- 
form of gift to a married woman without any 
restraint on anticipation vests, in equity, the entire 
corpus in her for all purposes, as fully as a similar gift. 
to a man would vest it in him.” The property was 
accordingly held liable to satisfy a parol contract made- 
by the lady with her banker. 

In that case the settlement provided for a disposition 
by act inter vivos, and although it only alluded in 
terms to one mode of such disposition—namely, by 
deed—the court thought that, having,a present absolu te- 
power of disposal, the woman must be taken for all 
P to have the absolute property, and must there- 
fore be able to bind herself in respect to it in any way 
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she pleased. But in the recent case of In re Harvey's 
Estate (28 W. R. 73, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 216), Vice-Chan- 
cellor Hall goes much beyond this, for he lays it down 
that, although the settlement gives a power of appoint- 
ment by will only, the property is liable to the general 
engagements of the married woman after her decease— 
assuming that she has exercised the power—in the same 
— that it would be in the case of a man or a /feme 


It does not appear to us that his lordship’s judgment 
necessarily follows from any principle laid down in the 
case before the Privy Council. The observation sof 
Lord Justice James which we have quoted seem to show 
clearly enough that it was considered there that an 
absolute property was vested in the woman ; and if that 
was so, there could be no question as to her power to 
bind it by her general engagements. It may be reason- 
able to treat the as her property when she has a 
present power of irrevocably disposing of it. It is a differ- 
ent thing altogether to treat it as her property when the 
settlement, by making the power testamentary, expressly 
says that she is to have no power of disposition in her 
lifetime at all; and we therefore venture to doubt the 
soundness of the Vice-Chancellor’s decision. But it well 
indicates the current tendency to treat a married woman, 
in so far as she is entitled to any control over property, 
as being entitled to no immunity which would not be 
accorded to her if unmarried. 








LORD JUSTICE BRAMWELL ON THE 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY BILL. 


Tue letter recently addressed by Lord Justice Bramwell 
to Sir Henry Jackson is a very powerful piece of reason- 
ing. We believe, however, that legislation of some sort 
has become inevitable, both parties being pledged to it. 
We are not very certain that there ought to be any 
alteration of the present law, but we think it may be 
that, to some extent, there should be an alteration in the 
direction of limiting the doctrine of common employment, 
and also of making the master responsible for the 
negligence of what has been called the vice-master. But 
the distinction which we have always drawn between the 
outside public and servants is a distinction which, in our 
opinion, justifies the existing law in the main, and con- 
sequently we are not convinced that any very sweeping 
alteration will be beneficial. A great part of the Lord 
Justice’s letter is taken up with the demolition of a 
fallacy which, according to his-view, lies at the bottom 
of much of the argument in favour of the alteration ot 
the law. The idea which he considers fallacious is the 
idea that the law generally makes the master responsible 
for the negligence of his servant, and that the non- 
liabiJity for negligence of a fellow-servant is an exception 
to the general rule. The way in which the learned Lord 
Justice puts it seems to be this. The responsibility of 
the master for the negligent acts of his servant within 
the scope of his employment is not general, but only 
exists when the person injured is one of the outside 
world. Where there is any relation between the master 
and the person injured, the master is not responsible 
unless such responsibility is one of the terms of the 
relation. For instance, the master is not liable to a 


friend being driven in his carriage who is injured by - 


the negligence of his coachman, So the servant has no 
remedy for the negligence of the fellow-servant, because 
there being a contractual relation between himself and 
his master he has not made it one of the terms of the 
relation that the master should be liable. 

This is a very subtle and forcible way of putting 
the case, but we are not convinced that it is altogether 
unassailable. The-law constantly annexes to a contract 
terms which the parties have not actually expressed or 
even contemplated, and we doubt whether the Lord 
Justice’s argument does not leave room for the question 


why the law should not imply a term in the contract that 
the master should be responsible. We doubt whether 

ly governs in the case of the 
friend being driven in the master’s carriage is that the 
friend has not, in fact, made it a term of the relation 
that the master should be o. 
the friend nor the master thought of the matter at all. 
The law does not make it a term of the relation, because 
it is not just that it should be so. The 
any plain man not versed in the law of 
legal abstractions will ask himself is wi 
should be responsible to an outsider and 
servant, and we'do not believe the Lord J 
will be satisfactory to him. We do not 
substance the matter is one of contract at 
than the carrier's liability as an insurer 
matter of contract in the sense that carriers 
ally intended to be so liable. Unless a 
answer is capable of being given to the q' 
the master is not liable to the servant than 
vant did not expressly contract for his 
answer will not be satisfactory. If the master 
responsible to any one in the absence of some 
negligence on his part, no question of course would arise, 
but being responsible to an outsider, the question that 
in substance arises is, What is the substantial distinction 
between the position of an outsider and a servant in 
virtue of which it is just that in the one case the 
master should be responsible, and in the other not? We 
have frequently indicated what, in our opinion, that dis- 
tinction is, and we will not repeat at length what we 
have said before. To our thinking, the distinction 
broadly is that the operation which the master intrusts 
to the fellow-servant is carried on for the joint benefit of 
the servant and himself. The servant is as much a party 
to its being so intrusted as the master. The outsider 
may say that he has nothing to do with the master’s 
trusting to the coachman to drive his carriage, and that 
if the master for whose benefit the carriage is driven 
does not drive it himself, he ought to be responsible for 
the man who does. This line of argument does not, as 
it seems to us, in justice lie in the mouth of the foot- 
man who receives wages for standing bebind the carriage 


—— 
J 
PH Er 
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‘ which at the time he hired himself he knew would be 


driven by a coachman. Unless a master delegated acts 
to servants, the whole system under which other ser- 
vants’ services become requisite and are sought for could 
not exist. This seems to us to distinguish the case of a 
servant from that of an outsider on broad and substan- 
tial grounds, and this distinction lies close to the 
evil of the economical objection to any sweeping 
alteration of the law. If the master’s responsibility is 
not very carefully limited and defined, those — 
which exist for the joint benefit of the master ser- 
vants will be crippled and interfered with, and the ser- 
vants, whose wages depend upon them as much as the 
master’s profits, will in the end be injured. One of the 
provisions of the proposed Act seems to us to point to a 
sense on the part of its promoters that the change is of 
a somewhat doubtful nature. If it be just that a servant 
should have a cause of action against his master for negli- 
Pa ats ——— ——— what 
principle can it be right that the amoun — — 
tion should be limited to so many years’ wages? We 
certainly fail to see the justice of this, assuming that the 
change proposed by the Bill is just. It seems to be a 
between actions by persons of a 
class and actions in general, utterly on any, 
ground of principle. 
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recent borough election Ipswich, was rged. 
Monday with illegally voting, he at the time a 
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Dallot Act. The magistrates committed Mr. Jennings for 
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Recent Becisians. 


AGREEMENTS CONTRARY TO THE POLICY 
OF THE LAW OF BANKRUPTCY. 


(Za parte. Jay, In re Harrison, 0. A. 28°W. BR. 449, 
L. R..14 Ch. D. 19.) 


This case, to which we have before briefly referred, 
is chiefly remarkable for the enunciation of law 
attributed in the Law Reports to the Chief Judge 
in the court below. The case was a contested claim 
to a builder’s materials upon his bankruptcy. The 
question arose upon a building agreement under which, 
in the event of the builder making default in any of the 
stipulations, or becoming bankrupt, the materials were 
to become forfeited. _Upon the bankruptcy happening, 
the Chief Judge held that the trustee had no title; and 
he is reported to have said : “Is it not a perfectly good 
and ‘valid contract? ‘The debtor says in effect, ‘If I 
become bankrupt, that which is mine shall become yours.’ 
There is no‘objection to such a contract as that.’ His 
lordship cannot have had immediately in his mind the 
language used by the Court of Queen’s Bench: in 
Hawthorn -v. Neweastle and North Shields Railway 

(9 L. J. N. S. Q. B. 385), the case upon 
which ‘the’ Chief Judge relied in Hu parte Dickin (25 
W. B. 258), his professed guide in the present case. 
Lord Denman, C.J., there starts with saying: “‘ We 
think it cannot be contended that this agreement, 
whether entered into by one subject to the bankrupt 
laws or not, bears anything unlawful on its face. It has 
no professed or necessary reference to the event of 
bankruptcy; and assuming the solvency of the contrac- 
tors, and that bankruptcy was not in contemplation, and 
that they were the owners of the chattels to be affected 
by the deed, they might certainly stipulate with regard 
to them as the contractors have done by this instrument.” 
The stipulation there was simply that the company 
should have a lien upon the materials for the time being 
on the ground as a security for the completion of the 
works. If these contracts are read as merely giving a 
right to seize, or contingent interest to arise, upon bank- 
ruptcy, then the principle plainly applies which is thus 
expressed ‘by Lord Justice James: “ A simple stipulation 
that upon a man’s becoming bankrupt that which was 
his property up to the date of the bankruptcy shall go 
over to some one else, and be taken away from his credi- 
tors,is void, as being a violation of the policy of the 
bankrupt That was the of the contract 
in Ex parte Jay which the Court of Appeal adopted. 
What would be the operation of the principle adverted 
to in cases where the contract does transfer an interest 
in property ab initio, though not quite an easy 
question, yet seems to be covered by Hx parte Mackay 
(21 'W. R. 664) and Zw parte Williams (26 W. R. 
274). Why should a m be allowed to stipu- 
late for liberty to avail himself of his security in the 
single event of bankruptcy when he is not allowed 


of assisting a title wader a contract vicious in 

3 for that section requires the condition to be satis- 

fied of the contract or dealing set up having been.made 
in good faith. 








, Of all costs already 
imeurred by the Treasury on behalf of ‘Penzance in the 
cases of Martin v. Mackonochie and of Mackonochiev. 
counsels’ fees sve amounted to £579 26, 6d.; : 
writers have cost. £217 19s. 6d. ; total, £797 2s. 2d. 
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Cases of the Week. 


Banxrvrrcy Psrrrron—Evience or Acr or Banx- 
ruProy—Sgrvice or Derstor’s Summons—BaNenurroy 
Act, 1869, s. 8—Banxrvuproy Rvuuxs, 1870, x. 38. 
In 2 case of Ez parte Rogers, before ——— on 
the 8th inst., a question arose as to the proof:which to be 

iven bp —— of an = of mor ae on the 

a petition an adjudication of bankruptcy. 
i —— provides that —* 
ing of the petition, “ the court shall requiro proof of the 
debt of the petitioning creditor, and of the trading, if 
necessary, and of the act of bankraptey,”’ and that it may 
adjourn the petition for the procuring of further evidence. 
And sub-section 1 of section 80 provides that “ every bank- 
ruptcy petition shall be accompanied by an affidavit verifying 
the statements contained in such petition.” Rule 32'provides 
that, “ after the presentation of the petition, and before sealing 
the copies of the petition for service, the statements'in ‘the 
petition shall be carefally investigated, and where some of 
the ‘statements cannot be sworn to, witnesses may be 
summoned to prove the same.” And by rule 36, “where a 
debtor intends to show canse against a petition, he 
shall file a notice with the registrar, showing the statements 
in the petition which he intends to deny or dispute.” And 
rule 38 provides.that, “on the appearance of the debtor to 
show cause against the petition, the petitioning creditor’s 
debt, trading, and act of bankruptcy, or such of those 
matters as the debtor shall have given notice that he intents 
to dispute, shall again be proved, and if any new evidence of 
these matters, or any of-them, shall i or any witness 
or witnesses to such matter shall not be present for cross- 
examination, and further time shall be desired to show 
cause, the court shall, if it think the application 
reasonable, grant such further time as it may think fit.” 
In Ex parte Rogers, the act of bankruptcy alleged 
was the failuve of the debtor to comply with the require- 
ments of a. debtor’s sammons which the petitioning ‘creditor 
alleged that he had caused to be served onhim, At the 
hearing of the petition no evidence was addaced of the 
service of the debtor's summons other than the ordi 
affidavit of the petitioner accompanying the petition and 
verifying thestatements contained in it. No evidence was 
given by the person'who had actually served the sammons. 
But an application to dismiss the summons had previously 
been made by the debtor, and in his affidavit in support 
of that.application he-had expressly admitted that the sum- 
mons had been served upon him. 
service of the summons had also been made by the person 
who had served it. But no notice had been given of any 
intention to use the evidence given in the matter of the 
summons upon the hearing of the petition. At the hearing 
the objection was taken that the service of the summons 
had not been proved, and that consequently the act of 
bankruptcy had not been ed. The registrar, however, 
made the adjudication. The Court of Appeal (James, 
Bzerr, and Corron, L.JJ.) held that the objection, though 
purely J, was a valid one. James, L.J., said 
that the proceedings on the debtor's summons and the 
petition were entirely distinct litigations, as distinct as if 
the summons bad been an action in the High Conrt, and 
the evidence in the one was not evidence in the other unless 
notice was given to use it. The order of adjudication 
was accordingly discharged, and the matter was remitted 
to the registrar to hear farther evidence. We believe that 
it has been the. practice in the London Court of Bankraptey 
to treat the evidence of the service of a debtor’s summons 
given in:the matter of the summons as evidence upon the 
of a bankruptoy petition founded on the non- 
compliance of the summons as a matter of course, This 
decision is, therefore, of some practical importance.— 
Soricrrors, W. Rogers,; Travers, Smith, § Braithwatte. 


Morrmain—InTERest in Lanp—Brquest to Cxanity or 
Suanv or Parrnensnie Assets—9 Gro. 2, c. 86.—In a 
case of Ashworthv. Munn, before the Court of 1 on 
the 9th inst., erose whether a 


‘partnership business 
statute 9 ‘Geo, 2,0. 36. The asasts of the partnership 
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‘Phe was, under the will of her father, entitled to a sum of 
money, subject to the payment of an annuity to her 
mother, and thissum had been set apart to answer. the 
onuity, and was held by the trustees of the father’s will. 


get spart to answer the annuity, and that the trustees 
should hold the fund upon trust for the intended wife for 
her life, for her separate use, and after her death upon 
eertain trusts ſor tho benefit of the intended husband till 
c become bankrupt, with remainder in trust 
issue of the marriage, and, if there should be 
who should ‘become absolutely entitled, upon 

the intended wife should by deed or will appoint, 
default of such appointment, if the wife 
survive the husband, in trust for her absolutely ; 
the husband should survive the wife, upon trust for 
xt-of-kin at her death, as if she-had died intestate 
widow. There i marriage, 

‘ e@ wife died while still an infant. She had 
previously executed a deed by which she purported to 
exercise the power of appointment by giving the fund to her 
‘husband absolutely. He survived her, and shortly after ber 
death he filed a liquidation petition, The trustee in the 
diquidation claimed the — fand, and brought the 
action the trustees of the settlement, and the mother 
er of the deceased wife, who were her next. of kin. 
The mother and brother demurred to the statement of claim. 
Jessel, M.R,, overruled the demurrer (ante, p. 67). He 
‘was of opinion that the power was a power in gross—i.c,, 
that, though not simply collateral, it did not affect any 
interest of the infant. He was of opinion that, although an 
‘infant could not exercise a power appendant, he could validly 
‘exercise a power in gross, and, moreover, that‘even if the 
ypower'could not'be treated as a power ‘in gross, there was a 
‘clear intention that the power might be exercised during 
‘infancy, and that the exercise of it was, therefore, valid. 
This uecision was dffirmed by the Court of Appeal (James, 
Brerr, and Corron, L.JJ.), though Cotton, L.J., differed 
‘from the view of the moejority. ‘Corron, L.J., said that 
‘was very little ‘authority as to ‘the exercise by an in- 
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not have tobe exercised for:many years, was.given toa per- 
son who:at the time was an infant, was not, in his lordship's 
opinion, a sufficient indication of intention that the power 


| 
| 


might 
that the settlement expressed ch intention. 
Dib dhopewarattasdeodentenlbp * 


—* against there 
be made by an infant, and as at:thedate of the 
ment the settled:was reversionary, and the 
though an in: was upwards of nineteen years 
there was, his lordship thought, mo presumption 
consent to a change‘of investment would have to 
during her infancy. Brerr, LJ., thought that 
was a pure ‘mandate, and that it did not deal with 
erty of the infant, but only with the property of 
But, if it did affect: property of the infant, he 
the proper inference was that it was the inten 
settlor that the power should ‘be exercised during . 
The power was a mandate, and when exercised it would take 
effect from the direction of the settlor. It was delegated by 
a who had full power ‘himself to do theact which he 
d ted, and to say that the mandate was suspended during 
the: of the —— appeared to his lordship a most 
attificial doctrine. Ifvit been a power over estate, 
no doubt the matter would:have been concluded by direct 
authority. But that authority was founded on one of 
those artificial rules which had done more than 
anything ¢lse to bring disgrace upon the lew. 
Unless there was some principle the rule 
carried’a step further, Asa general rule t 
exercise a mandate. If it was merely to ‘be exercised 
writing, it could be exercised ‘at any time; was 
reason why it should not equally be exercised by 
The deed did not ‘take effect as the deed of the infant; 
it was only a very solemn form of exercising the mandate. 
The fact that the power was-to-be exercised by deed or will, 
when the exercise of it by will duriog infancy was rendered 
invalid by express statutory enactment, led, in his lordship’s 
opinion, to the inference that it was intended to be 

deed during infancy. James, L.J., agreed with the Master 

the Rolls'and°with Brett, L.J. According to his view, 
au infant might’be an ane He might be the donee of a 
power of attorney, and it was difficult to understand why he 
might not equally be the donee of a power in a will ora 
settlement. Hearlev. Greendank no doubt decided that an 
infant could not exercise a power over real — the 
ae, was carefully limited to real state ; the case 

been considered by eminent text-wricers as an authority 

that an infant could exercise a power over 
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Parties—ADMINISTRATION Proceepincs—Orp. 16, R. 
12s. (Aprit, 1880)—Aprpzat—Szcvritr ror Costs.—A 
case of In re Dorsett, before the Court of Appeal on the 14th 
inst., shows that the existence of the new rule of April lest, 
ord. 16, r. 12b. (ante, p. 424), is hardly yet ized even 
by some of the judges. The rule provides that, “In any 
cavse for the administration of the estate of a deceased 
person, no party to the cause, other than the executor or 
administrator, shall, unless by leave of the judge, be en- 
titled to appear, either in court or in chambers, on the 
claim of any person not a party to the cause against 
the estate of the deceased in respect of any debt or liability.” 
In Jn ve Dersett the application to the Court of A 
(Jzsset, M.R., and Brerr and Corron, L.JJ.) was for 
security for the costs of an appeal from the rejection by Hall, 
V.C., of a claim which the appellant had carried in agai 
the estate of the testator in the cause. The plaintiff in 
the action was one of the executors, and the defendant was 
the residvary legatee, who was also the other executor. It 
was mentioned by the counsel for the plaintiff, who was the 
applicant for security for the costs of the appeal, that before 
the Vice-Chancellor the plaintiff and the defendant had 
appeared separately, and that the Attorney-General had 
also appeared on behalf of some charities, and that the 
Vice-Chancellor had ordered the claimant to pay the costs of 
all those parties. It was admitted that the attention of 
the Vice-Chancellor had not been called tothe new rule. 
JxssEt, M.R., said it was clear that only the executor was 
entitled to appear apon the claim. The two executors ought 
to have appeared together, and the Attorney-General ought 
not to have appeared at all. There had been a slip owing 
to the Vice-Chancellor’s attention not having been called to 
the new rule. As to the security for costs, it appeared that 
the notice of motion had been served on a Saturday, and 
that on the next Mondsy the plaintiff’s solicitors wrote to 
the appellant’s solicitors saying that they had not yet de- 
livered a brief to their counsel, and that before doing so 
they wished to know whether the appellant would give £50 
security. - In reply to this letter no offer was made by the 
defendant. The court held that the plaintiff's offer was 
made in time and that the costs of the motion must be costs 
of the appeal. And they ordered security to be given by 
paying £25 into court.—Souicrrors, 8. F. Miller § Son; 

weedies 


Principat AND AcENT—Commission Mercuant—SaLE 
oF Goonps—RicHT To FOLLOw ProcrEps oF SatE,—In a 
cease of Kirkham vy. Peel, before the Master of the Rolls on 
the 9th inst., a question arose as to the mode of taking 
the accounts before the official referee in a case where the 
defendants had sold goods for the plaintiff on commission. 
The action was one for an account and an order to take 
the usual accounts of the dealings between tho parties 
before the official referee had been made. He had directed 
the defendants to bring in certain accounts, and, amongs 
others, an account (No, 7) of the application by the de- 
fendarts’ banking house “ of the proceeds realized by sale 
of the plaintiff's goods in India, including an account of 
the purchase with such proceeds of any produce, and of 
the amounts realized by sale of the produce so purchased.” 
An objection was taken before the referee as to this 
account, and he submitted the question for the decision of 
the court whether the account should be brought in. A 
motion was now made by the defendants to exclude account 
No. 7. The course of dealing between the parties, so far 
as it appeared from the evidence, was as follows: —The 
defendants’ firm in Manchester shipped goods to their firm 
in Bombay for sale either on their account or on account 
of the plaintiff and others desirous of sending goods to 
Bombay, the defendants generally making advances on the 
goods of other persons. The Bombay firm sold the goods in 
India and received the proceeds. If no advances had been 
made, then the Bombay firm bought bills on England and 
sent them to the defendants, such bills being treated as 
the property of the persons for whom the goods had been 
shipped, but where advances had been made, then the 
Bombay firm directed the defendants to credit their cus- 
tomerr, and debit them with the amount mentioned in the 
remittance sheet or account sent by them. The Bombay 
firm were also in the habit of purchasing produce in Bom- 


bay and shipping it to the defendants in the 
Bombay firm being credited with the Me ye Sa 





also shipped produce to all of Europe, and drew ; 
tac deceden Them bilts, when cond 


credited with the amount. These bills had nothing what. 
ever to do with the proceeds of any partionlar goods sent. 
to India, and the Bombay firm bought goods to a much. 
greater value than the goods shipped to them, with the- 
result that they had to draw on the defendants for the 
difference of the goods sold and bought, and also for the 
proceeds of bills remitted to the defendants for collection, 
For the plaintiff it was contended that the defendants were 
in the position of brokers or factors, and that the proceeds. 
of sale of the plaintiff’s goods could be followed so as to. 
see what profit was made thereby, and reliance was placed 





upon Zaylor v. Plumer (3 M. & S. 576), and the recent 
case of Re Hallett’s Estate (L. R.18 Ch, D. 696). J. 
M.R., said that the decision of the Court of Appeal, ia 
which he took part, of Re Hallett’s Hstate had nothing to. 
do with commission agents. That decision was 4— 
applicable to a caso of a bailee or broker whose duty 
was to remit the very proceeds of sale to his principal, 
This case was a totally different one, and the defendants. 
were in the position of ordinary commission merchants, 
who received goods for sale on commission, and who would 
be liable to pay interest on any moneys which they failed 
to account for to the person intrusting them with the goods, 
The idea was novel, in his experience, for a commission 
merchant to keep a separate account at his bankers for 
each of his customers, and it was not to be supposed for a 
moment that a commission merchant was bound to trang 
mit to bis principal the very coin he received. The 
course of trade in such cases was that the commission 
agent was liable to the consignor for the amount of the 
goods, and he treated himself as a creditor for any ad- 
vances made and interest, and his principal as a debtor for 
the amount received for his goods and iaterest. Ki 
appeared that the Bombay firm had a number of accounts 
open, and that they adopted the same mode of keeping 
their accounts with all persons, but the real contract was 
what he had above stated. As, however, there was some 
difficulty and liability to loss in sending back the exact 
equivalent in money or bills, it was thought cheaper to 
buy goods in India and send return cargoes, but whether 
such goods were bonght with the plaintiff’s money, or the 
defendants’ money, or with the money of other people 
seemed to him quite immaterial, and all that the plaintiff 
could require was his money with interest. The other 
contention would lead to an account of every parcel of goods 
purchased by the Bombay firm, and an inquiry into every 
part of their trading. He did not think, therefore, 
account No. 7 need be brought in. The costs of the 
motion would be costs in the action,—Soxicrrors, Milne ¢ 
Co., for Slater, Heelis & Co., Manchester; Bower § Cotten, 
for Rylance, Manchester. 





AGREEMENT TO ACT FoR A,—Priok AGREEMENT TO ACT 
ror B.—ExisTencE oF AGREEMENT—INJUNCTION TO RE- 
STRAIN ACTING FOR ANY PERSON OTHER THAN A.—In & 
case of Leavitt v. Williams, before the Master of the Rolls 


‘on the 9th inst., a motion was made by the plaintiff to 


restrain the defendant from acting for any other person than 
the plaintiff, in accordance with an agreement of the 29th of 
May, 1880. By such agreement the defendant 

to act for a term of forty weeks from the 15th of Sep- 
tember, 1880, in America, and not to play for any person 
during the engagement without the plaintiff's written con- 
sent, The defendant admitted © agreement, but de- 
clined to carry it out, on the ground that she had entered 
into a prior binding agreement with another theatrical 
manager named Rice. The evidence as to this agreement 
was as follows :—On the 27th of April, Rice wrote an offer 
to the defendant to engage her to act in America from the 
30th of August, 1880, saying she must cable him im- 
mediately her refusal or acceptance, as he had to communi- 
cate with another actress before the 15th of May, and if she 
accepted she was to send him her photograph, anda 

of her history. The defendant did not. te h to Rice, 
but sent him her photograph abont the of May, 
stating she was too ill to write. The defendant heard 
nothing further from Rice, but saw his agent in England in 
June. When the agreement with the plaintiff had been 
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discussed prior to execution, the plaintiff and his agent both 
told. the defendant there was no binding agreement with 
Rice, and she thereupon signed the agreement of the 23th of 
May. For the defendant it was contended there was a binding 
agreement with Rice, and, therefore, that she could not be 
restrained by — from ys» ties any person other 
than the plaintiff, on the authority of 

(83 Beav. 22). Jussex, M.R., said that the only question was 
whether a binding agreement with the plaintiff should not 
‘pe enforced because the defendant was afraid someone 
else might have a binding agreement with her, In his 
opinion there was no tt with Rice, as the 
defendant’s acceptance must have been by telegram, and no 
telegram had been sent. Ifthe sending the —* h was 
intended as a new offer of a contract by the defendant, that 
offer required to be accepted by Rice, but there was nosuch 
acceptance by him, and only an interview with his agent, 
after the plaintiff's agreement had been entered into. There 
must, therefore, be an injunction as asked.—Soxicrrors, 
Foss § Legg ; Lewis & Lewis. 





Propuction or Documzents—RervsaL To Propuce— 
Ridur To vse iN Evivence—Oap. 31, x. 14.—In a case of 
Webster v. Whewall, before Denman, J. (sitting for Fry, J.), 
‘on the 8th inst., a question arose upon the construction of 
rule 14 of order 31 as to the right of the plaintiffs to put in 
evidence a document referred to ia their statement of claim, 
which they had refused to produce to the defendant. In 
their statement of claim the plaintiffs stated that the property 
in question in the action was conveyed to them or their 
—— in title by a deed dated the 16th of August, 1866. 
fore the defendant had delivered bis statement of defence, 
he gave notice to the plaintiffs to produce this deed for his 
tion. They refused to do so, but after the statement 
of defence had been delivered, they offered to produce the 
deed, and tendered it to the defendant for that purpose. The 
defendant objected that the offer came too late, and refused to 
accept it. And at the trial it was objected that the plaintiffs 
‘could not put the deed in evidence, reliance being placed on 
tale 14. Denman, J., held that the plaintiffs had sufficient 
cause for not producing the deed before the statement of 
defence was delivered, and he overruled the objection.— 
Soxicrrors, Williamson, Hill, ¢ Co. ; Philbrick & Corpe. 





Speciric PerrorMANcE—Possession By PurcHASER— 
‘PAYMENT oF INTEREST ON PURCHASE-MONEY.—In a case of 
Ballard v. Shutt, before Denman, J. (sitting for Fry, J.), on 
the 13th inst., the action was brought by a purchaser for the 
specific performance of a contract for the sale of land, and 
the question arose whether the plaintiff ought to pay interest 
on his purchase-money. The land was not in the occupation 
‘of any tenants, but the plaintiff had, immediately after the 
agreement was signed, erected a notice-board on the land, 
announcing that it was to be let or sold, and referring to 
himself for information, and that he had actually entered into 
contracts relating to the land. Denman, J., came to the 
conclusion that the plaintiff did this, intending then and 
there to assume the ownership of the land, and to deal with 
it as his own, and that he was, therefore, bound to pay 
interest on his purchase-money from the time when he had 
taken possession, notwithstanding the fact that he had made 
no profit out of the land.—Soxicrrors, Dizon, Ward, § Co. ; 
Johnson & Weatherails. 





Burpinc AGREEMENT—ForFEITURE—WAIVER—ELEC- 
‘TION—ACQUIESCENCE—REsOIssion or ConTRAcT.—In a case 
of Marsden vy. Sambell, before Fry, J., on the 1st inst, the 
question arose whether the plaintiff was entitled to insist on 
the forfeiture of a building agreement, or whether he had not 
waived his right to do so. On the 16th of January, 1879, 
the plaintiff agreed to -~ a building lease or leases to the 

ndant (who was a builder) of a piece of ground, and 
seven houses then in the course of construction thereon. 
‘The defendant was to finish two of the houses by the 25th of 
March, 1879, and the remaining five by the 24th of, June, 
— * —* defendant was not, ‘yalldine = written —* of 

@ plaintiff, to carry away any bu materials ey 
Saale delivered on the J Until the lease or leases 
should be granted the plaintiff was to have a right of re-entry 
on the premises, in case of the breach or non-performance of 


agreement therein contained, without the necessity of 
recourse toan action of t. The defendant had not 

the five houses by the 24th of June, but the plaintiff did not 
give him notice of his intention to insist on the forfeiture 
until the 18th of July. Meanwhile, the defendant had to the 
knowledge of the plaintiff laid out further money upon the 
houses. On the 31st of July, and again on the 26th of 
September, the defendant removed a quantity of building 
materials off the land. On the 30th of ber the action 
was commenced, by which the plaintiff claimed an injunc- 
tion to restrain the defendant from poe eee act of 
trespass on the land, and damages. The def t delivered 
———— 
counter-claim for formance 

At the trial the counter-claim was abandoned. It was con- 
tended that the plaintiff had waived the right of forfeiture 
which accrued on the 24th of June, and that by afterwards 
insisting on the forfeiture he had in effect rescinded the 
agreement, The defendant, therefore, it was said, was in 
possession of the property as tenant at will to the plaintiff, 
and was entitled to remove the building materials within a 
reasonable time, those materials having become his absolute 
property by virtue of the rescission of the agreement by the 
plaintiff. Fry, J., said that after the 24th of June the plain- 


‘tiff was in a position to elect either to avoid the agreement 


or to affirm it, or he might do neither, and the question was 
whether he was on the 18th of July entitled to avail him- 
self of the right which had accrued on the 24th of June. The 
question within what time a right to elect to avoid a contract 
was loat was open to some doubt. In the case of Morrison v. 
The Universal Marine Insurance Company (21 W. R. 774, Le 
R. 8 Ex. 197), the Court of Exchequer Chamber said that 
the judge had told the jury that the party entitled to elect 
must do so within a reasonable time, and they added, ‘‘ It is 
not necessary to consider whether this decision is correct, or 
whether the party entitled to elect may not do so at any time, 
unless in the meantime he has elected to affirm the contract, 
or unless the rights of third parties have intervened, or the 
other party to the contract has altered his position, under the 
belief that the contract was asubsistiog one; for, if the latter{be 
the correct view, the direction of the learned judge was too 
favourableto the plaintiff,and of course he cannotcomplain of 
it,” so that they left the point undecided. Bat, if the true 
view was that the right to elect must be exercised within 
a reasonable time, his lordship thought that, looking at the 
nature of the relation between the parties ; to the fact that 
the defendant was bound by his agreement to go on with 
the buildings, and that it was, therefore, probable that, 
until he was stopped by the plaintiff, he would 
with them—at any rate, he had a right to do ao, the 
18th of July—i.¢., three weeks after the right to forfeit 
had accraed—was not a reasonable time within which to 
elect to avoid the contract. If, however, the true view was 
the other one mentioned by the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber, then the evidence proved that in the interval of 
three weeks the defendant had altered his position by 
expending money on the houses in the belief that the 
agreement was still subsisting. In either view, therefore, 
the plaintiff was too late on the 18th of July to elect to 
avoid the contract. Bat, assuming that the contract was 
still subsisting after the 18th of July, the defendant had 
committed fresh breaches of it on the 31st of Jaly and on 
the 26th of September, and the plaintiff, by the 
writ on the 30th of September, had elected to avoi 
contract. The defendant, however, said that the contract 
was not still subsisting, because the plaintiff, by asserting 
on the 18th of July that it was at an end, had done an 
unlawfal act, and had thus rescinded the contract. That 
proposition was utterly untenable. Assuming that the 
laintiff’s act was a violation of the contract, yet a breach 
y A. of a contract between himselfand B. did not of itself 
rescind the contract. It could only give to B. a right to 
rescind the contract, and that right he must exercise if he 
wished to rescind it. In the present case it was clear that 
the defendant had not given any notice to rescind the con- 
tract, on the contrary, he had continued to insist.that it was 
still subsisting. But, even if he had rescinded the 
he would have had no right afterwards to enter on the 
to remove the building materials. For, h a tenant 
at will whose tenancy was determined by his had a 
right to enter on the land within a reasonable time to 
remove crops and other things belonging to him, a tenant 
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at will who determined his own tenancy bad nosuch right. 
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Appointments, Ete. 


— mores ae —— ee ee and 
rborough, has appointed a Magistrate — 
of Scarborough. Mr. Calvert was admitted a solicitor 
1837, and is registrar and prothonotary of the York Court 
of’ Record, and assistant clerk to:[the visiting justices of the 
West Riding Lunatic Asylum. 
Sir Jux1zax.GoLpsmip, baronet, has heen elected Treasnrer 
of University College, London. Sir J. Goldsmid ia the only 
son of Mr. Frederick David Goldsmid,.of Somerhill, Kent. 


Qo. H decanted at Univ ar geil a 2 
. He was at University ege, 
M.A. at the — of London in 1861. He was:called 
n’s-inn..in Hilary Term, 1861. Sir 
J. Goldsmid, was M.P. for Honiton in che Liberal. interest 
from 1866. till 1868, and for Rochester from. 1870 till. the 
last general election. He is a fellow of University College, 
= a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for the county of 
ent. 

Mr. Roszrr Locx, solicitor, of Pembroke:and Tenby, has 
been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Pembrokeshire 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 

omen. 


Mr. Tuomas Marrivzat, solicitor and (of the 
firm of Ryland, Martineav, Carslake, & Goodwin), of Bir- 
mingham, haa been appointed a Magistrate for that borough. 
Mr. Martinean was admitted a solicitor in 1851, and is law 
clerk to the Birmingham Assay Office. 


Mr. Epmunp Swerennam, Q.C., has been appointed a. 


Magistrate for Denbighshire. Mr. Swetenham is the second 
gon of Mr. Clement Swetenham, of Somerfoord Booths, 
Cheshire, and was born in 1822. He was educated at 
Brasenose:College, Oxford, and was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in: Trinity Term, 1848, He is a member of 
the North Wales and Chester Circuit, and becamea Queen’s 
Counsel in April last. 

Mr. Arran’ Tassext, solicitor, of Faversham and Sitting- 
bourne, bas been elected Clerk to the Preston School Board. 
Mr, Tassell is the son and partner of Mr. James Tassell, 


solicitor, of the Faversham County Court, and 
coroner forthe borough. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1872, and is 


istrar of the ee County Court, 

clerk to the Faversham Board of Guardians, and clerk 

Gointly with bis father) to the county magistrates and the 
eputy-lieutenancy. 

Mr. Frascis Wu1is TaArtor, barrister, has been 
appointed Registrar ofthe Liverpoo! District of the Chancery: 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster, in succession to Mr. 
James Winckworth Winstanley, resigned. Mr. Taylor is an. 
M.A. of aay | College, Oxford, and was ed to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1872. He is a 
member of the Northern Circuit, and has practised locally 
at Liverpool. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Martin Brown, and Henry PivmprmcrJarmas, solici- |' 


tors, 2, Hetton-garden, Dale-street, Liverpool (Browne & 
Jarman). July 6. 

Wuu1um Grurwoop Taxon, Apotraus Grimwoop: 
Tayioz, and CuarLes Weaver, solicitors, Derby, (so far. as: 

Atrrep Ganz, Cartes Apert Banwister, James: 
Hewey Davinsoy, and Thomas Myrppzrtow Monziss, soli- 
eitors, 70, Basinghall-street, London. July 10, 

(Gazette, July 13.) 











Obituary. 
MR. JOHN FINCHETT MARSH. 
— — 
i " . i near 
the Marsh was ay 1818, and. bard 


had a very extensive practice, and was.a. perpetual com. 
missioner for Lancashire and Cheshire, and oy the 
of the Warrington Grammar School. 184%, 
— 8— of the town of W; Mr, 
Marsh was elected as the first town clerk, and he held 
hat office till 1858. About seven years ago he retired 
trom. business, and had ever since resided in Monmoath- 
fehire. Mr. Marsh — ee 
literary‘and narian studies. He published a histery 
f ———— School, and had.delivered some- 


the Eighteenth * 
papers tothe “ —— s of the Lancashire.and: Cheshire. 
Historieal Society.”" Mr. Marah was a bachelor. 


MR. JOSEPH SHARPE, LL.D. 


Mr., Joseph Sharpe, LL.D., died at. Pembroke 
Kensington, on. the 2nd inst. Mr. Sharpe was. born la 
and was educuted at Jesus College, Cambridge, where: be 
graduated first. class in civil law in 1851, and in the.first 
class. in the moral.sciences.tripos.in 1853, in which. year he- 
also obtained the Whewell Prize for moral philosophy, and 
afterwards proceeded. to the degree of LL.D. He was called, 
to the barat the Inner Temple in Easter Verm, 1852, and 
formerly. practised on. the, South-Eastern. Oirenit, and at the 
Surrey Sessions. Mr. Sharpe was for several years reader in 
jurisprudence and in civil and international law at the Middle- 
Temple. He had acted as.examiner for the LL.B. degree: at 
Cambridge, and,as.examiner in. civil law and:the priaciples- 
of legislation in the University of London, 





MR. CHARLES TREVOR. 


Mr. Charles Trevor, solicitor, many years 
legacy and succession duties, died at his residence, 18, Nor- 
folk-crescent, Hyde-park, on the 5th inst. Mr. Trevor was. 
born in 1801, and received the usual training of: a solicitor. 
He was for a short time:a clerk in the office:of the solicitor 
to the Stamp Office, and was appointed solicitor to that de- 
partment about the year 1826, and discharged the-duties of 
that office for many years with great success, He prepared 
(ia — with Sir Henry Thring and the late Mr. 
Peter Erle, Q.C.), the Succession Daty Act, 1863, amd: soon. 


‘after the passing of that:measure was appointed controller 


of legacy and succession duties under the Ialand Revenue- 
Board. Mr. Trevor retired ona pension about fourteen. 


years ago. 
MR. WILLIAM BAKER. 


Mr. William Baker,; solicitor, late of Taunton, died. at 
Buroham, Somersetshire,.on the 27th ult. Mr, Baker-was- 
the.son. of the late-Mr. John Baker, solicitor, of Iminster,. 


reepects thesaid Charles Weaver), July 5.. (Gazette, July. o.) fon ger manner mens — we — 


1835, and afterwards settled at Taunton, where he 
opener eg .. Although: heimever- 
any 
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Zaw Stutents Sourual. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Micuaztmas: Examuvation, 1880. 
Examination of Candidates for Pass Certificates. 
The attention of students is requested to the following 


rules :—: 

No student admitted after the 3ist of December, 1872, 
shall receive from the. council the certificate of fitness for 
call to the bar required by the four Inns of Court unless 
he shall have passed a; satisfactory: examination in the 
following subjects—viz. (1) Roman law; (2) The law 
of real and personal property ; (3) Common law; and (4) 


uity. 
Tee indent admitted after. the 31st: of December, 1872, | 
until he 


shall have 
after that 


ednesday, and. following. 

Tt will take place in the hall of Limeolm’sinm;:and: the 
doors will be over ten minutes after the time appointed for 
the commencement of the examination. 

examination by printed —*— will be conducted 
in the following order:—Monday morning, October 18, 
at ten, on the law of real and personal property Tuesday 
morning, October 19, at ten, om: common law; Wednesday 
morning, October 20, at ten, on * ;, Thursday morning, 
October 21, at ten, on Roman law; Thuraday:afternoon, 
October 21, at two, om constitutional law and legal 


ry. 

The ora) examination will be conducted in the same 
order, and on the same subjects, as abeve.appointed’ forthe 
examination by printed questions. 

Nore.—Only students admitted prior to January, 1878, 
and who are candidates for a pass certificate, have:an:option 
of passing in constitutional law and legal history, or Roman 
law — law or equity; and real and, personal: prop- 


aw 
e examiner in the law of real and personal property 
will examine in the following subjects:—The creation, 


devolution, and disposition inter vivos, and by will,. of 


estates, and interests in and powers over real and nal 
property, including estates and interests by way of statu- 
tory use, and of trust. Candidates will’ be examined in the 
elements of the foregoing subjects. 

The examiner im common law will examine im the‘follow- 
ing subjects :—(1) The law of contracts’; (2) The law of 
torte; (3) Oriminal law; (4) The procedure in the common 


law divisions of the High Court of Justice. Candidates: 


= be examined on general and elementary principles 
of jaw. 
The examiner in equity will examine in the following 
subjects:—(1) Trusts ; 1 Candidates 
be ex yin the:above-mentioned: sabjects. 
Theexaminers in Roman law will examine in the Insti- 


of 
Constitutional. eel —— Constitutional: 
Candidates 


will be examined:in No. I and No. 3-only,. or‘in. 
foregoing ‘ 


No..2and. No. 3. only,..of the: subjects, at 
Nors.—Only students admitted: prior to January 1, 1873, 





and. who are candidates for a yass certificate, 
of pp PE “ep pA 

law ;. common law or equity ;; and and. 
erty: law. : 
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Prop- 


Himary Exammvarion, 1881.. 
+ ventana students is requested to the following 
— 


As an enco’ t to students to 
— ———————— 
guineas each shall be established, and divided. equally into 
two classes; the first class of studentships to continue: for 

to: 


such recommendation. 
No student admitted after the 31st of December,, 
shall receive from the council the certificate of fitness for 


he shall have i in 
following —— Op Roses law; 7 law. of 
real and personal property; (3) Common 3 amd: 


ity. 
—— admitted after the Slat of yo 1872, 
shall be-cxamined for call to the bar until he- have 
kept nine terms; except that students admitted after: that 
day shall have the option of passing the examination in 
Roman law at any time after having 

An examination will be: held in December and.Januery 
next, to which a student of any of the:Inns.of Court, who 
is desirous of becoming @ candidate for a studentship, or 
honours, or of obtaining @ certificate. of fitness for being 
calléd to the bar, or of passing the examination in Roman 
law only, will be admissible. 

Eaca student proposing to submit himself for examination 
will be required to enter his name, y or by letter, 
at the treasurer’s or steward’s office of the Inn of Court to 
which he belongs, on or before Saturday, the tlth day 
December next ; andhe will further be required to state in 
writing whether his object. in ing himself for examina- 
tion is to compete for a studentship, or honours, or of 
obtaining a certificate preliminary to a call to the bar, or 
whether he is merely desirous: of the examination 
in Roman law under the above-stated 

The examination will take place in the hall of Lincoln’s- 
inn ; and the doors will be closed ten minutes after the 
time appointed for the commencement of the examination. 

The examination by printed questions will be conducted 
inthe following order :—-Monday and December 27 
and 28, at ten until one, and from twe until five on each day, 
the examination of candidates for studentships in juris- 
pradence and Roman law. 

The examination of candidates for honours and pass*cer- 
tificates, and for pass in Roman law only, will take placeas 
follows :—Wednesday m Decetnber 29, at — 


J 


2 


(1) | and certificate, : 
Lew, | of Passing in constitutional law and legal history, or Roman 


al common law or equity ; and real and personal property 


Jurisprudence, International Law, and Romen Law, 
Candidates for the studentaliips will: be examined in all 
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the f subjects :—(1) Institutes of Gaius and Insti- 
tates of Justia’ (2) Tae Dig title}, -* Deacquirendo 
rerum dominio”; and title 2, ‘*De acquirendo vel 
amittenda possessione” ; (3) History of Roman law; (4) 
Principles of jurisprudexce, with special reference to the 
writings of Bentham, Austio, and Maine; (5) Elements of 
international law; (6) Principles of private international 
law. Candidates for honours will be examined ia subjects 
numbered 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6. Candidates for a pass certificate 
will be examined in the Institutes of Justinian, books 1 and 
2; book 3, title 13, to the end of the book ; book 4, titles 1 
to 5 inclusive, 

The examiner in the law of real and personal property will 
examine in the following subjects :—The creation, devolu- 
tion, and disposition inter vivos, and by will, of estates, 
and interests in and powers over real and personal property, 
{including estates and interests, by way of statutory use, and 
of trust. Candidates for a pass certificate will be examined 
in the elemente of the foregoing subjects ; candidates for 
honours will have a higher examination. 

The examiner in common Jaw will examine in the follow- 
ing subjects :—(1) The law of contracts; (2) The law of 
torts; (3) Criminal law ; (4) The procedure in the common 
law divisions of the High Court of Justice. Candidates for 
@ pass certificate will be examined on general and elemen- 
tary principles of law; and from candidates for honours the 
examiner will require a more advanced knowledge of the 
application of those principles, and a knowledge of leading 
decisions, 

The examiner in equity will examine in the following 
subjects :—(1) Trusts; (2) Specific performance ; (3) Part- 
nership ; (4) Mistake and accident. Candidates for honours 
will be examined in all the above-mentioned subjects. Can- 
didates for a pass certificate in those numbered 1 and 2 only. 

The examiners in constitutional law and legal history 
. will examine in the following books and subjects :—(1) 

Stubb’s Constitutional History of England ; (2) Hallam’s 
Constitutional History; (3) Broom’s Constitutional Law ; 
(4) The Principal State Trials of the Stuart Period; (5) the 
concluding chapter of Blackstone’s Commentaries, being 
that ‘On the Progress of the Laws of England.” Candi- 
dates for honours will be examined in all the above-men- 
tioned books and subjects; candidates for a pass certificate 
will be examined in No. 1 and No. 3 only, or in No. 2 and 
No. 3 only, of the foregoing subjects, at their option. 

Nore.—Only students admitted prior to January 1, 1873, 
and who are candidates for a pass certificate, have an option 
of passing in constitutional law and legal history, or Roman 
—— common law or equity; and real and personal property 
aw. 


—— — 


INNER TEMPLE. 


The Masters of the Bench have awarded pupil scholar- 
ships of 100 guineas each to the undermentioned students: 
—Equity, Mr. Charles H. Grafton; real property law, 
Mr. W. Brinton. In common law no scholarship was 
awarded. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


On Monday, the 12th inst., a meeting of this society was 
held at the Law Institution under the presidency of Mr. 
DA B. Collyer, when the following moot was discussed :—* A 
collision ocourring between an omnibus and a goods van through 
the joint and equal negligence of the driver of each, can a pas- 
senger in the omnibus who sustains injury thereby maintain 
an action against the owner of the van? (Thorogood v. Bryan, 
8 C. B. 115, 1S, L. ©. 315, 316, 8th ed.).” . The discussion 
was opened by Mr. Mott-Whitehouse in the negative. Mr. 
Tillotson argued in support of, and Messrs. Nelham, Maclaren, 
Swepstone, and Pickersgill argued against, the opinion of the 
opener. Mr. Mott-Whitehouse replied, and after the president 
had summed up a division was taken and the moot decided in 
the affirmative by a majority of two. 

The usual weekly meeting of this society was held on 
Wednesday, the 14th inst., at Clement’s-inn Hall, Mr. B. T. 
Bartrum in the chair. The motion on the paper was “That 
this society approves of the expulsion of the Jesuits from 
Francs.’ Mr. Beaumont-Morice moved the rejection of the 
motion, and was supported by Messrs. Derry, Kains-Jackson, 
W Phillips, and Pain, and opposed by Meesrs. Mott-White- 





house and Maclaren. Mr, Owen meek upon the 
from a neutral point of view. Mr. 

replied and a division was taken, and the motion lost bya 
majority of five. 





Companies. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock CompPantrzs. 


Lrurrzp uv Cuancery. 


Boxsover Gas Lieut awp Coxs Company, Liurrev.—Petition for 
win up ly 5, directed to be heard before V.0, 

Bacon, on July 17. Abbott, Lincoln’s inn fields, agent for Black, 
Chesterfield, solicitor for the petitioner 

Fireta Hovss Parser Mitts Company, Limtrep.—By an order 
made by the M.R. dated July 2, it was ordered that the 
company be wound up. Emmet and Son, Blooms’ 
for Emmet and Walker, Halifax, solicitors for the petitioner 

Crarx’s Wacon Worxs, Limirsp.—By an o 
Malins, dated July 2, it was ordered that the windi 
above company continued. Beswick and Co, ord row, 
agents for Blakeley, Scarborough, solicitor for the petitioner 

Joun WesstER anpD Company, Limirep.—V.C, Malins has, by an 
order dated July 1, appointed Robert Mayo, Birmingham, to 
be official liqui r 

OxForD AND 
winding up presented July 5, directed to be heard before the M.R. 
on July 17. Lickorish, Walbrook, solicitor for the pe 

PROPRIETORS OF THE KINGSTON-UPON-HULL AND SCULCOATES PuBLIC 
Rooms.—Petition for winding up, gs July 1, to 
heard before the M.R. on July 17. Redpath and Holdsworth, 
Bush lane, ts for, Shackles and Son, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
solicitors far the petitioner 

Sourn YorxKsaree Aggatep Water Company, Limirep.—Petition 
for winding up, presented July 8, directed to be heard bef 
M.R. on July 17, Pearce and Co, Grocer’s hall ct, agents for Lea- 
royd and Co, Hundersfield, solicitors for the petitioner 

TorsHam ,Woopsury, anp Lympstons Waterworks Act.—TheM.R, 
has Monday, July 19, at 12 at his chambers for the appoint~- 
mnet of an official liquidator. 

(Gazette, July 9.] 


AMBRIDGE TorLet Civs, Limirep.—Petition for 


Crvit Service Mzat Surrty Association, Limirep.—V.C. Bacon 
has, by an order dated June 12, appointed Alfred Audrey Broad, 
Walbrooke, to be official liquidator 

GzyzraL Propucs Trapine Company, Limitep.—By an order 
made by the M.R., dated July 3, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Merediths and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s 
inn, agents for Sibly, Bristol, solicitor for the petitioners 

GrarenserG Hovss (Barnet) Hyproraraic EstaBLIsHMENT, 
Liurtzp.—The M.R. , by an order dated June 24, appointed 
John Folland Lovering, Gresham st, to be officiel liquidator 

Lanp anp Finance Corporation, Limirev.—Petition for winding 
up July 10, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on July 23. 
Rushworth and Co, Bedford row 

Saint Perzrspurc New Warer Works Company, Luwirep.—Peti- 
tion for windin; up resented July 10, directed to be heard before 
V.C. Hall on July 23. Young and Co, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Sours Yorxsuire Axratep Wartzr Company, Limtrep.—Petition 
for wintieg up — July 8, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on July 17. Peace and Co, Grocers’ hall ct, agents for Lea- 
royd and Co, Huddersfield, solicitors for the petitioner 

Wie anv Srreit Teape Company, Liuirep.— —* order made by 
V.C. Malins dated July 2, it was ordered that the above com 
be wound up. Maynard, Clifford’s inn, solicitor for the said - 


tioner 
[ Gazette, July 13.] 


County Patatins or LANCASTER, 
LancasHirE Rorery Company, Lamrrap.—Petition for winding 
up, presented July 6, ted to be heard by the V.C., at his 
chambers, on July 19. Brabner and Court, Liverpool, Solicitors 


for the petitioners 
[Gazette, ly9.] 





The Scotsman announces the death of Mr. W. Wilson, of 
the old-established Edinburgh firm of Dundas & Wilson, 
W.S., which took place at his residence in Melville-street on 
Thursday week. The deceased was born in 1805, and 
had thus attained his seventy-fourth year. He had been 
ailing for some months, but may be said to have died in 
harness. The son of a Writer to the Signet, Mr. Wilson 
was trained to the same profession, his education being con- 
ducted at the Edinburgh High School and* University. 
Besides taking his share in the extensive business of the 
firm with which he was through life.connected, he long acted 
asa director of the Scottish Widows’ Fund, and as an ordi- 
nary director of the Royal Bank. 


July 17,1880, | 


motion 
umont-Morice then 
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= — 
second piece came, with the remaining portion of the 220 

’ yards now sued for. On recei the 's 
Solicitors’ Cages. —— ——— = Pon inl pani fp 
— to the plaintiff refusing to accept the cloth, on the ground 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. that it was not made according to agreement, and that it 
ces Pe la sa 
c n e pur 

(Before Cocxsvrn, L.0.J., and Lopgs, J.) the def rgd Pps P ae 7 4 


July 12.—In the Matter of @ Solicitor. 

Anstie showed cause against a rule nisi obtained on behalf 
of the Incorporated Law y, calling upon a solicitor to 
enswer the matters of an affidavit. The applicant in the 
case, one Livsey, had instructed the solicitor in question to 
bring an action against a bank for oe ow in having failed 
to advise bankers in London to meet a bill for him on its 
arrival at maturity. Mr. Livsey did not claim to have 
guffered any serious loss, and the matter was settled on the 
terms that he sbould be paid £10 10s. and £3 3s. costs. The 
fact of this settlement had not been communicated to Livsey, 
and, indeed, when asked some eight months afterwards by 
the son of the latter how the matter had ended, the solicitor 
had told him that he was still in negotiation with the gentle- 
man acting for the bank. The solicitor said that he had 
forgotten at this time what the real facts were, and he now 
stated in his affidavit that he had paid the money over in 
June last to the trustee in bankruptcy of his client. The 
learned counsel said he could not deny that the solicitor had 
been guilty of some negligence and irregularity in the matter, 
but he contended that the case was not one which the court 
gould look upon as in any way a serious one. 

W, Murray, who appeared on behalf of the Incorporated 
Law Society, called the attention of the court to the fact that 


_ though the money had been paid to the solicitor as far back 


ae —* 1878, he had only paid it over in June last, 
and that, too, subsequently to the date at which the present 
mle had been obtained against him. 

Cocksurn, L.C.J., said that, to say the least of it, the 
dlicitor had been guilty of great carelessness. The amount 
was Very small, and the case was hardly one for suspension, 
‘The rule, however, would be discharged oaly on the terms 
that he should pay all the costs of this application. - Times. 





County Courts. 


LEEDS. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Tinpat Atkinson, Judge.) 
Feb. 26.—Dovenor v. Hirst & Co. 
Executory contract—conditional eale—refusal to receive 
chattel. 


His Honour, who had reserved his judgment in this case, 
‘aid :—This is an action brought to recover from the defend- 
ants £13 5s. 10d., being the amount claimed for the manu- 
facture by the plaintiff of 220 yards of hemp sheeting made 
to the defendants’ order, and which sheeting the defendants 
tefused to accept. The plaintiff is a linen manofacturer 
in Leeds, and the defendants carry on the business of grease 
‘extractors at Dewsbury. In the month of August last the 
defendant Hirst called at the plaintiff’s place of business with 
a view of ascertaining whether the plaintiff could make a 
linen cloth suitable for the purpose of extracting under 

re grease from shoddy and similar materials, the de- 

dant describing the kind of cloth which had been sup- 
plied to him for that purpose by a firm at Hull, but whose 
‘works were at that time closed. At that interview it was 
agreed that the plaintiff should, as an experiment, make some 
cloth such as was required, and that if it was successful future 
Eers were to follow. The price was left an open question. 
There was a conflict of evidence at the hearing between the 
plaintiff and defendant as to the number of yards which 
‘were to be made for the of the experiment, the 
Plaintiff alleging it was 220 yards and the defendant 60. 
Upon carefully weighing the facts, I have arrived at the 
‘onclusion that the actual number of yards agreed apon 
‘was 50, and not 220. On the 14th September the plaintiff 
sent to the defendants’ manufactory at Dewsbury a piece 
of the manufactured cloth containing 105 yards, but as it 
Was unaccompanied by any letter or other means of ascer- 
taining who was the sender, it lay on the defendants’ pre- 
mises untouched until the 24th of September, when the 


case being executory, no property passed to the defendants 
until acceptance or approval by them. The law is clear, 
that where a chattel is ordered to be made the 
right of property is not vested in the who 
gives nor the right to the price in the 
vendor, until the thing ordered is completed, and has been 
approved of by the purchaser or some w appointed on 
his behalf to inspect the materials and workmanship. Io 

iving judgment in Street v. Bray (2 B. & Ad. 463), Lord 

‘enterden said, ‘‘ Where an article is ordered from a manu- 
facturer, who contracts that it shall be of a certain quality or 
fit for a certain purpose, the purchaser may either refuse to 
receive or he may return the article as soon as he detects its 
deficiency, and thereby wholly defeat an action for the 
price.” In the present case the sale by the plaintiff to the 
defendants was conditional, to become absolute only upon the 
cloth answering a specified purpose. The defendant, who had 
had experience of the strength required in cloth for the 
purposes of this particular trade, found by inspection that it 
was deficient.and would not answer the purpose, and a trial 
was unnecessary, and the cases show that under such 
circumstances the defendants had the right to reject (Andrews 
v. Belfield, 20. B. N. S. 789; Lucy v. Monplet, 5 H. & M. 
229). In the case before me I am satisfied from the facts 
that the contract between the parties was that the plaintiff 
was to furnish the defendants with a material suitable 
for the purpose required and described, that it was 
not in the nature of a warranty, but in fact 
@ conditional sale, that it would answer such pur- 
pose, Although no trial was made by the defendants 
as to the fitness of the material supplied, the evidence on 
that head satisfied me that the defendants had not got that 
they had bargained for, and hence there was no contract 
upon which an implied promise to pay could be raised. 
The second ground on which, if it stood alone, the plain- 
tiff must fail, arises from the fact that the plaintiff, on an 
order for fifty yards, sent 220. The law upon this ie that 
where more goods are sent than the purchaser agreed to 
buy, he may refuse to receive avy portion of the goods so 
sent, and is not bound to incur risk or trouble in selecting 
some things and sending back others. In such cases the 
seller does not comply with his contract by tendering or 
delivering either more or less than the exact quantity con- 
tracted for (Hart v. Mills, 15 M. & W. 85; Cun- 
liffe v. Harrison, 6 Ex. 903). Being of opinion that either 
of these grounds is an answer to ihe plaintiff's action, 
there must be a verdict entered for the defendants, with 
costs. 

Dunn, for the plaintiff. 

Bond, for the defendant. 


— 





* 


Quarter Sessions. 


BRIGHTON. 
(Before Putte Caasemore Gates, Esq., Q.C., Recorder.) 
July 9.—Reg. v. Latter. 
Correcting record of verdict. 

The prisoner was indicted for stealing fifty-one iron bolts 
and fifty rivets, the property of his master, Job Pack, 

After the recorder bad summed up, the jury did not 
quit the box, but on their turning round 

Evershed (Clerk of the Peace).—‘ Gentlemen are you all 
agreed upon your verdict ?”” 

Several Jurymen.—' We are.” 

Evershed.—“ Which is your foreman ?” 

The jury turned sbout again, and some. said, “ We 
haven’t elected one,” 
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Evershed.—“ Choose your foreman, gentlemen.’ 
The jury consulted, and ultimately a gentleman sitting 
—R ⏑ that which the foreman 
usnally occupies wus put forward asthe foreman. It sub- 
sequently transpired that he was a foreigner. 

Evershed—‘‘ 1s this your foreman, gentlemen ?” (Signs 
——— by the jary). “Are you all agreed upon your 
verdict 


The Foreman.—* We are.” 

Evershed.—“ Do you say the peisoner is guilty or not 
guilty ? ” 

The Foreman.—“We say he is ‘Not Guilty,’ on the 
ground of his previous good character.” 

Ewershed,—“ You say the prisoner is not guilty and that is 
the verdict of you all?” 

The: Foreman.—‘‘ Yes.” 

The learned ReconpeR made a note in his book and the 
clerk of the peace recorded the verdict in the court book 
and also on the back of the indictment. The Court then 
adjourned for twenty minutes, 

The prisoner had been removed from the dock; two of the 
jurymen had left the box and gone out of court; and two 
more had left the box but remained in court, when — 
called the attention of the usher to the circumstanee that the 
verdict as given by the foreman was not that of the jury. 

The RecorpER was sent for, and on hie asking the jury 
whether there was any mistake about the verdict, he was end 
formed that the verdict was “Guilty, but recommended to 
mercy on account of his previous good character.” 

The Recorper (to the foreman).—“ Ig that what you 
meant when _ said not guilty on the ground of his previous 
good character? 

The Foreman.—* Yes, Sir.” 

The Recorprer.—‘“‘ Then this seems to be a clear mistake, 
but I do not see that I can do anything until the prisoner is 
present.” 

The prisoner was brought back into court and placed in 
the dock, his counsel protesting against this course. 

Merrifield, for the prosecution, called attention to Roscoe's 
Criminal Evidence, 9th ed., p. 223:—“ Verdict.—If by 
mistake the jury deliver a wrong verdict (as where it is — 
livered without the concurrence of all), and it is recorded, 
and a few minutes elapse before they correct the 
mistake, the record of the verdict may also be corrected : 
R. v. Parkins (1 Moo. C. ©. 46). In R. v. Fodden 
{Dears. C. C. 229, ‘ot ‘Not Glliy.” which wan entered by 
nounced a verdict of ‘Not Guilty,’ which was e by 
the clerk of the peace in his minute book, and the prisoner 
was discharged ; other jurymen then interfered and said 
their verdict was ‘Guilty,’ whereupon the prisoner was 
brought back, and the jury being again asked for their 
verdict, they all said it was‘ Guilty,’ and that they had been 
unanimous ; a verdict of guilty having been recorded, it was 
held b the Court of Criminal Appeal that the verdict was 
—“ amended and that the conviction must stand.” 


Warner Sleigh, for the prisoner, pointed out that the-same 
case was treated on in Archbold’s Criminal Pleading, 
19th ed., p. 179, and in that comment there wane. very 
material addition. The learned author said, “The jury 
themselves may, before the verdict is recorded (or even 
~~ tly after, the verdict is recorded : R. v. Parkin, 1 Moo. 

C. 45) rectify their verdict, and it will stand as 
— 53 amended (1 Chit. Orim. L. 647). This may be 
done even after the defendant has been discharged (in pursu- 
ance of a supposed verdict of acquittal) out of the dock, if 
before the j Pas have left the box : R. v. Vodden (Dears. 229, 
23 L. J.(M. ©.) 7.)” Here that essential was absent, The 
jury had left the box, had dischar 
separated. [He gr ys to to addnce the 
of the jurymen as to what had actually happened. This 
was allowed, although no further oath than the jury oath 
originally taken was It was that 
two of the jury had left the box, proceeded through the outer 
hall and vestibule of the court into the lobby, and so to the 
porch, a distance of some two hundred yards from ao 
jury box, * they had not actually passed from 
beneath the roof of the building. Two others had not:quitted | 
the court, although one hed wholly, and the ther partially, 
left the box. It did not transpire whether any of the four 
had spoken to, or been spoken with, by any of the. outside 


their panel and 





e testimony of some | 











The learned Recorder made a note of the facts 
taken to be proved, and they, were agreed to 
corr the jury and the peter on both sides.] 
made deliverance between the Crown 
—— at the bar. They had 
and were then officio, 
again indicted for the same charge he might “ea — 
acquit,” 
The Recorver doubted that proposition. 
Merrifield contended that the jury had not aetually sepa- 
—— ee a * 
REcorDER time to consider, prisoner being 
released on bail until five o’clock. 
At that hour, 
The Recorper said that, entertaining no doubt in 


— 


his —* mind that the jury had mot actually sepa- 
rated, and that, therefore, the opportunity of amendment 
established by B. v. Vodden had not gone by, he didnot 
think he ought to grant a case, and, therefore, ther 


was no xt for respiting judgment. 
entor to join in the recommendation of the jury, he 
(the Recorder) had great pleasure in giving effect to thatire, 

commendation by sentencing - prisoner to only cnemonth's 
imprisonment. wtth hard labour. 





THE LAW OF LIBEL. 


Tue Select Committee appointed to inquire into the present 
state of the law of libel held its final meeting on W: 

a eee in the chair. The following 

was adopted, and afterwards presented to the House :— 

“(1) Your committee have not thought it n te 
call witeesses upon the matters referred'to them. They have 
had the pe net of the evidence taken by the Select Com 
mittee of 1879, who, owing to the short time at ‘their 
disposal, were unable to report, and your are of 
opinion that through the labours of ed former 
sufficient information has been accumulated for the purpose 
of this inquiry. 

“(2) Your committee have confined themselves to ay 

examination of the state of the law affecting civil actions and 
criminal prosecutions for newspaper libel, and to the changes 
which, in their judgment, should be made therein. 

‘¢(3) It appears to your committee that one of the most 
important points of the subject referred to them is the ques 
tion of extension of privilege to newspaper reports of the 
— of a public meeting. 

**(4) Your counnittee, after carefal consideration, have 
come to the conclusion.that the balance of convenience 
requires: that further protection should be given to euch 
roports. 

“ (5) Your committee accordingly recommend that any 
report published in any newspaper of the proceedings of.6 
public meeting shou!d be privileged if such meeting 
lawfally convened for a lawful purpose, and was open 
the public, and if such report was fair and accurate-ant 
published without malice, and if the publication of * 
matter complained of was for the public benefit. j 

(6) But your committee are of opinion that such 
tection should not be available as a defence ia.acy 
ing if the plaintiff or prosecutor can show that the 
ant has refused to insert a reasonable letter or. 
of explanation or contradiction by or on behalf of J 
plaintiff or prosecutor. 

‘*(7) Your committee recommend that no criminal pre 
— for libel published in a newspaper shail becom 

meneed against the proprietor, publisher, or 
responsible for the publication of a newspaper for any lil 
reine in Ho oe erm een een tla a 
first. obtained. 

i) 8) Your committee are also of opinion that the = 

of a newspaper, or in thecase of 
— — as partners in such J 
— Gbaikaethcotehenmehent bo sedlenditenta oe 
of the Registrar of Joint-Stock with 
tionlars ath se and occupations of all such pe: 
or of any change therein 
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CREDITORS’ ee = CHANCERY. 


rxivsoN, ELIZABETH, uae — hoy ol July 23. 
— v Bird, V.C. Hall. Bell, jun, Appleby 
Boots, JouN, Grocer. July;2& Hudson v Crowther, 
V.O. 


Notts, Farmer.. J 
Hoadiag and Beevor, oe. 


July $1. Burchett v Rob- 
Linecoln’s inn 
~ Smith v 


ee Jul 

ct, Fenchure 

,, Harmer. July 20. Taylor: vy 

— i 5. Evans: v 

—— July 2.] 

July 31. Grocott. vy 

* Basinghall st 

Gent. Sept. 1. 
Presswell and Son, Totnes 

eoman. July 27. Bills,v Smith 

Licensed Victualler.. July 

Robbins, Lincoln’s. inn 

[Gazette, July 6. { 

ye aE Seas Canal Glamorgan, Gent. Sept I. Davies 

const, WRY, gheffiald, & —— Aug 10. Cobby v Cobhy, MiB. 


— Seg ——8 st, Hyde tort. Lodging 
se 


———— 


House 
Brooshooft, V.C. Hi Berry wut tion. 


a 

Seog Trayton Joun, Foley st, Fitzroy 

Aug 15, Siminton v Hall, V.C. Malins. ‘atlnenin, Newgate st 
Paice, JAMES -GubBRRtT, Llancillow Hall, Hereford,,Esq. July 31. 

Price v Price, V.C. Bacon. Barlow, 
— ——— GEreenwioh. —— July 31., Willsan v 

Willson, V.C, Malins. Bristow, Greenwich 
[ Gazette, Jaly 9:] 


» Jommission. Agent. 


@REDITORS. UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
is reared Joun, Liverpool, Merchant. Sept1. Collins and Co, 
iverpool 
Atkinson, =, Davee. Freke.rd, Wandsworth. July 31. Nicholls, 
Dipper, Canons, hag ame de Stafford, Grocer.. Aug 1. Thurs- 
Buvoirs, Joun, B utcher. Aug 2. Ansell, Birming- 
— Emrty Margaret, Bentinck * Regent’s pk. July 81. 
ly and Go, eants’ Fleet st 
Freprnicn Epwin, Chariton Kings, Gloucester, Gent. Aug 
age 
Bureet, Dame Hewererta Katunaiwe, Castle Goring, Sussex. 
Aug 30. Domville and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
gamma Copthorne, Surrey. July 31. Webber, jun, Furnival’s 
AS Coptiorne, Surrey,Gent. July 31. Webber, jun, 
os ae aes 18 Ma — Rise, Bath. July-31. Gedge and 
nice Tuomas, Gracechurch st, Australian Merchant. Sept 1. 
West and Co, Cannon st 
Hartley, Westmoreland, Gent. August.9. Preston, 
lla-terrace, Hammersmith, Gent. Aug 
Bridge-rd, —— * 
rove, Barnsbury. Aug’ 3.. Francis,, Lan- 
— AMaurua Jawz, Burnley. Aug. Artindale and Artin- 
ey 
Firrcurr, Brown, Burnl Lancaster. Aug 1, Artindal d 
Arindale, Burnley sre te ge 9 
Hatuay, Sesnageen, New Park.st, Leeds. Sept 30. Eddison and 
Hamprow, Honourable Joun Somerset Baron, Westwood | 
2 ior U; Berke — — — Sept 
RIQUES, Amos 
30, Lousads — imal Friars * 
— Joaxxi, Stafford, Engine Driv Driver. Ang 3. Spilsbury, | 
ee. ter | — Reading, Berks,,.Gent.. July 31. 
Kiss, J —— Koni, Cee July 30. Parker-andison, 
— ‘Duronoan,. Old Broad sty Esq, July 31. Wobber. junr, 


Mac 
scranit, Svsix, New Arlesford, Southampton. Ang’ Marsh. 


———— Epunp, —— gardens, Corn Merchant. Aug | 
Licensed Victualler. Aug,7.. Pearse, | 


Osmorn, JA AMES, 


‘| Gruzs, Nernam Jouy, Ley 8 





Rorns, Henry x Box, Albion E Park. lL. Valpy 
Watiineton, Grores, — — 
Gabb and Walford, A : 
Se ee —— * Aarylohone, Tailor. Aug . Deane 
(Garette; Jaty:2], 
— Speastian Wrnpuam, Chelmsford, Basex,.Gent.. Aug 1é 


1, Moorgate st. 
aw gs , Broad Hinton, Wilts, Farmer. Aug 1... Towns- 
Bamroap, Tuomas, Suffolk, Stationer. Aug 10. Wiltshire; Mall 
Plain, Great Yarmouth 
B, WInLIAM Muneprrn, cep Cee Aug 
14. Walls and Co, Queen Victoria st 
Bouérs, Jawes, Brighton, Confectioner. July 31. Penfold andGon, 


Buwos, ~~ — Surrey, Farmer. July’ do. Dedd. 
New inn, Strand 


= WiniiaM, Waddington, Lincoln, Esq. Tweed and Co; Lin - 
Crosstry, Jamas, Lewisham High road, Deptford, Gent.. July 24. 
Sandon and Co, Gracechurch st 
Exsrorr, Jossen, Seaton Sluice, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Aug 
* em — Chemist. Aug 6. 
on ug 6. 
—— carey, Genk July St: ‘Taplor 
Hanvey, Isaac Jonny, m, nr Birmingham, Steel Maker... 
.” Canni rant — ami 7 
2 Mary, way st, Oxford st. Aug6. Richards, War- 
st, t.st 
Luyetay, Brooxe Mircxe.t, Boxford, Suffolk, Gent.. Aug 31. 
Turner and Co, Colchester 
Mzargs, Peter Guiuresavp, Bath, Gent. July 31. Thompson and 
Debenhams, r’s Hall ct, Cannon st 


Morey, Ropzrr, Wandsw rd, Gent. Aug 4... Layton andi0o, 
Budge row, Cannon st 
bg Jexemran, Bare, Lancaster, Yeoman. July 31... Sharp 


Lancaster 

Roauns, Joms Jorg, Helston, Cornwall, Esq. July 31. Rogers, 

Sruy, — Soria, Dartmouth, Devon. Aug 28,. Smith, Dart- 
mou! 

Smart, Rev Joun, Kingswear, Clerk. Aug 2.. Bartlets,, Hit- 

— ey Millbridge, Liversedge,. York... Ang 25. 
yxres, Mary E.izapera, , Live ; = 

: Heckmondwike 

Tartor, Joun, Rochdale, Lancaster, Flannel Merchant. Aug:I4. 
Farrar and Manchester 

THEOBALDS, James, Durnford rd, Holloway, Gent... Aug 17... Low- 
less and Co, Martin’s lane, st 

Warptow, Wits Cusworrs, Broomfield, Sheffield, Steel Manu 
facturer. Sept 3. Burdekin.and Co, Sheffield 

[Gasette, Joly GT 
pron ro mag —— terrace, Fulham, Sept,1. Pattison 
Anat, Saran, Durham rd, Seven Sistersrd. Amgi. Angell end 
st 
Basis, Wru1us, Haxby rd, York; Gent. Ang 17. Manmand’gon, 
or. 

Brenry, — Pointon, Lincoln, Grocer. Aug 15.. Wiles and 

Buicxt, Ricuagp, Liverpool. Aug9, Avison and’ Morton, Liver- 

Browx, Joux, Knockmullock, Kirkcudbright.. Sept 1,. Didder- 
dale, Castle 

Corzmay, Rev Durham, Clerk: Aug 9 
Thompson, Deverenx ct, Te = 

Danrevt, Tuomas Aventtt, Kensal pl, Kensal green,, Esq. Sept 
30. Grosse and.Co, Lancaster p 

—— Hazy, Weston-super-Mare, Gent.. Aug 2. Davies, 

80 
— Rowan, Bracondale, Norwich, Gent... Aug 16. Emerson,. 
c! 

Fawmaruth, Grorcs ALEXAND: — rh Se 
Sept 7. loxams and Milison, Lincoln's inn fieids. 

Fax, Joux Linpow, Stockland, Devon, Tailor. Aug'2,.. Webster, 


@rozurp, Wrii1im, Horsham, Sussex, Leather Seller. Aug 1. 
Cotching, Ho: 


and Son, Field ct, Gra; 


—— ——— 


ham 
* pm Mca South Shore, Blackpool. Sept 7. May and Parry, 


— Jamus, Flodden rd, Camberwell, Cabinet Manufacturer. 

8. H and Co, Bucklersbury 
Ww Gent. Aug 10: Hillearys 
—* ay B Hlangain, Carmarthen, Esq. Oct. 

LuaM Epwarp Brvag, 
1 “thomas and Brown, Carmarthen 
—— ——— Essex, Farmer. Aug 10. 
Harvie, ——— yo Jaly ®.. Lynch and 
Teebay,. Liverpool 

Heer, Jouy, Cheltenham, Trunk Maker. Oct 1. ‘Wheelér; Chel-- 


tenham 
a Barnsley, York; Blacksmith. Sept 7. Ridesl, 


, Wavertree, nr‘Liverpool, Gent. 6. Banks. 
‘and Kendall, Liverpool * 


























714 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. July 17, 1880, 
— James, Shenstone, nr Kidderminster, Chemist, July : BILLS IN COMMITTEE. — 
8). Smith and Son, Furnival’s inn entary Education, Union Assessment Committes 


Poutzy, Samvuzy, Copford, Essex, Gent. Sept 29. Gray, Edgware 

Renpztt, Joux, Homefield, Coffinswell, Devon, Auctioneer. Aug 
20. Rendell, ‘ord row 

“Rox, Ortarpo Cuanizs Frrz, Hans pl, Chelsea, Esq. Aug 21. 

Bruty, Louisa Soru1, Dartmouth, Devon. Aug 28. Smith, Crom- 

B i Finsbu krd. Aug 6. Bedford and Monier 

> Boars, Lovrsa. . . - 
Williams, Bucklersbury * 

Bartn, Rev. Huex Braec, Houghton Regis, Clerk. Aug 21. 


Srerxzns, Txomas, Devonport, Baker. Aug 14. Gard, neo 
— Jaxcxs, Birmingham, Solicitor. Augl. Wragge Co, 


#Sxmows, Taomas, King’s rd, Chelsea, Gent. Sept 29. Miller, 
Arthur ts, Chelsea 


‘Tomas, Ricuarp, Kimberly Mine, Griqualand West, South Africa, 
Miner. Dec 2%. Trythall, Penzance * 

Trxxier, Emma Exiza, Sharsted st, Kennington park. Aug 6. 
Hubbard and Co, Bucklersbury 

Vacuzr, Toomas Brirrary, Stanley crescent, Kensington — 
Gent. Aug 3l. Whitakers and Woolbert, Lincoln’s inn fields. 

Woopwazp, Janz, Leftwich, Chester. Aug 10. Cheshire and Son, 
Northwich 

MWarcuxx, Davin, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Aug9. Avison and 
Morton, Liverpool 

Wriewsy, Mary,Aigburth Hall, nr Liverpool. Aug9. Avison and 
Morton, Liverpool 

-Wrieixy, Txomas, Bury, Lancaster, Esq. Aug 3. Grundy and Co, 
Manchester 

Yarzs, Tuomas, Farnworth, nr Bolton, out of business. Sept 29. 

Manchester 


ond, 
[ Gazette, July 9.] 


Attcock, Witt1am, Cotton, Stafford, Yeoman. Oct 12. Redfern 
and Son, Leek 

Astiry, MarcGaret, Hetherington rd, Clapham. Aug 1. Astley, 
Hungerford 

Baxer, Saran, Lower Brook st, Ipswich. Sept 20. Jackaman and 
Sons, Ipswich 

Baxnvierp, Atrrep, Nottingham, {Outfitter. Sept 1. Wells and 
Hind, Nottingham 

_Brpurmerton, Isaac, West Hartlepool, Shipowner. Aug 7. Turn- 


bull and Tilly, West Hartlepool 

Bovecnsrett, Jutiana, Clarendon sq, Warwick. Aug 18, Stuart, 
Gray’s inn sq 

Catpws11, Joun, Starcross, Devon, Gent. Aug19, Child, South 


sq, Gray’s inn 
‘Carzineton, Jonn Narnpatt, Wokingham, Berks, Gent. Oct1 
Cooke, Wokingham 
(CatTcuPo.e, Tuomas, Elmswell, Suffolk, Farmer. Sept1. Golding, 
Walsham-le-willows 
Cunxistiz, Harriet, Folkstone, Kent. Aug ll. Blandy and Wither- 


ington, Reading 

OLVDXRAX, Cuarres, Leeds, Clerk to the Holbeck Union. Sept 13. 

Can Wn J Westbo las, Paddington, Surgeo 
OLE, WiLt1aM James, Westbourne vi i m. 
Aug 9. M’Clellan, Bedford row. g * 

Faxmen, Jvmes, Nottingham, Gent. Sept 1. Wells andHine, Notting- 


-Hzrsvury, THomas, Clapham Common, Leather Factor. Sept 29. 
Hepburn and Co, Bird-in-Hand ct, Cheapside 
— Mania, Oldbury, Worcester. Aug 28. Wright and Co, 


ldbury 
—— Uxbridge, Gent. Sept 20. Woodbridge and Son, 
xbridge 
~Humpnurizs, James, Blakebrooke, Kidderminster, Esq. Sept 1. 
. Kidderminster 
Kezrurve, ReviJames, Blandford sq, Clerk, Aug 15. Guillaume 
and Sons, Fleet street 
Macxits, WitttAm Mactariin, Liverpool, Traveller. Aug 10. 
Pruddah, Glenvale st, Liverpool 
MarsHatt, — Hesleaton, York, Gent. Sept10. Killick and 


Co, Bradfo 
McCanz, Tuomas, Birmingham, Merchant. Aug 7. Hodgson and 
Haigh, Birmingham 


Moruayp, Lovisa, Reading, Berks. Sept1. Collins, i 
Scorrory, Samvet, Nottingham, Gent. Aug 19. Burton and Co, 
Nottingham 
‘Staverey, Cuxistorner, Bewholme, Nunkealing, York, Joiner. 
Aug 21. Eldridge and Stephenson, Hull 
—— Peter, oo Derby, nr Liverpool, Esq. Novl. Rowe 
an , Liverpoo 
‘Woottiscrort, Axx, Rossett, Denbigh. Sept 13. Tatlock, Cherter 
[ Gazette, July 13.) 





Leqislattanw of tite Meek. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
JULY 8.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Biris.—Hundred of Hoo Railway, Liverpool 
Corporation (Loans, &.), Reading Gas, London Gasligh 


Company, Bristol Channel Pilotage (Cardiff), Pon dd 
aerphilly, and Newport Railway, Nethangun tiie’ 


o 


Railway. 


firmation, Local Government Board (Highways) Provisional 








Elementary 
Single Parishes), Local Govarnment Provisional Orderg 
Abergavenny, &o.), Local Government Provisional Orderg — 
Amersham Union, &c.), County Bridges, Isle of Man 
Loans) (all passed through Committee). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitu.—London, Brighton, and South Coast 







Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law). 


JULY 9.—ROYAL ASSENT. 
Local Government Board (Gas) Provisional Order Con. 






Order Confirmation, Drainage and Improvement of 
Treland), Local Government Board Provisional Orders 
firmation (Abingdon, &c.), Metropolitan Commons, Local 

Government Board (Ireland) Provisional Orders Confirma. 
tion (Ballinasloe, &c.), General Police and Improvement 
(Scotland) Act, 1862, Order Confirmation (Broughty Ferry), 
Local Government Board (Ireland) Provisional Orders Con. 
firmation (Banbridge, &c.), Greencastle and Kilkee! Railway 
(Abandonment), Clacton-on-Sea Special Drainage Distri 
Loose Valley Railway, Newry Port and Harbour, Mi 
Docks (Extension of Time), Eastbourne Gas, Didcot, New- 
bury, and Southampton Junction Railway, Helston Railway, 
Bristol Port and Channel Dock, West Wickham and Hayes 
Railway, Aberdare Markets and Town-hall, Shrewsbury 
(Kingsland) Bridge, Stapenbill Bridge, Corris Railway, 
Swansea Harbour (Extension of Time), Southern Railway 
Central Extension Abandonment), Wakefield Corporation 

aterworks, Blenheim Settled Estates, Leitrim Estates, and 
Lonsdale Settled Estates. 


BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Ashford, &q), 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Bethesda, &c.), 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Elementary Education, Union Assessment Committe: 
(Single Parishes), County Bridges. 

































JULY 12.—_BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Paivate Brtus.—Devon and Cornwall Railway, Liver 
* Tramways, London and North-Western Rail 
aidstone Gas, Metropolitan Railway, Midland Railway, 
Preston Tramways. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Exmoath and District Water, Malton 
Gas, Hauddersfield Tramways and Improvement Bil 
(Amendments). ; 

JULY 13.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 

Enclosure Provisional Order (Abbotside Common), Local 

Government Provisional Orders (Aberavon, &c.). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 


Parvate Brris.—Manchester iage Company (Lim 
ited), Manchester Saburban Tramways Company, Nargis 
of Abergavenny’s Estate. 
















Elemen ueation Provisional Orders (Ashford, 
Elementary Education Provisional Orders Compe! 
(Cardiff, &c.). 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


JULY 8.—BILL IN COMMITTEE, 
Wild Birds Protection Law Amendment. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. s 

Private Brits.—Brentford and Isleworth Tramways 
Dagenham and District Farmers’ (Optional) Sewage Utilr 
lization, Hinckley Local Board Gas, Lynn and F ; 
Railway, Rickmansworth Extension Railway, Y: a 
Union Railway, Lonsdale Settled Estates. — 
Statutes (Definition of Time). 2 


JOLY 9.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 














ways. 


South-Western (of London) District Post-Office. 
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JULY 12.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brits.—Alford and Sutton sagged, Houns- 
low and Metropolitan Railway, Ramsgate and Margate 


Tramways. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brits.—Scarborough and Whitby Railway, 
Totnes, Paignton, and Torquay Direct Railway. 
JULY 14.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
> ap Biuu.—Enclosure Provisional Order (Llanfair 
Hills), 


—— 





Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Co Masts 
Date. nd a oe V.C. Manus, 
—— July bss —— Mr.Leach Mr. —* 
sevece Latham emberton 
Wednovias eoee 21 = Jackson Ward 
Thursday .... 22 Cobby i Pemberton 
Friday........ 23 Jackson Leach Ward 
Saturday soe 24 Cobby Latham Pemberton 
V.0. Bacon, V.0. Hass,  Mr- Justice 
Monday, July 19Mr. —3— Mr. Koe Mr. Farrer 
pesiey pe erivale Clowes Teesdale 
Wednesday.... 21 * Koe Farrer 
Thursday .... * vale Clowes Teesdale 
Friday...secee 23 Koe Farrer 
Saturday ,... 24 Mer vale Clowes Teesdale 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 19.—Messrs. Sry Paynz, & Lepper, at the Mart, 
at 1 p.m., Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, July 3, p. 
4). 


July 20.—Messrs. Driver & Co., at the M: * . .m., Free- 
* ——— (see advertisements, June 1 , and July 


July’ Sn —Mesers. FaREBROTHER, ELLIs, asd & Co, at 
the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see 
advertisement, uly 10, p. 6). 

Joly 21.—Mesers. SMatLpEice & BisHor, at the Mart, as 

m., Freehold Estates (see advertisément, June * p.1 

July 22.—Mr. WaLTER Kwnicut, at the Mart, at 1 p.m. 5 

Ang! es Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, &9 
—Mesers. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co., ‘at the 
“te, Freehold Properties (see advertisements, June 12, p. 


daly 28 .—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
1* Building Land (see advertisement, July 10, p. 5). 
July 23.—Mesers. Norton, TRist, Warner, & Co. .» at the 
ae 3 2 p.m., Freehold Property (see advertisement, June 
p 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. . 
July 15, 1880, 
GOVEBNMENT FUNDS. 
wry: April, ’85, 0§ 


for Account, 984 x ( Sea T.). ‘Aug. 1908 
Box aly per Cent. 7 a 973 Ex may Tg 3 — Ct.2 pm 
oy per Cend., 9 Ditto, £500 


Do 

Ditto, 2100 & soe a 2 pm 
Bank of England Stock, 2704 
Ditte for Account. 


er Cont ,, Jan, "94 
te Jan °80 


Do. f perCent., ite, "04 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SEKOURITIES. 

5 rCent., May, 81 
to Dabentaren, v] per Cent 


— * 
—&& Aber Cent, Cant, ioe 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr. aper donk De ds, 4 per Cen 

fad Enf.Pr,, & per C.,Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


yo "Acco 
oe ser 8 ne Ost. Fi yd 103% 
Ditto, d Certifi 


RAILWAY STOOK. 


























Railways. 

Caledonian iit 
Glasgow and South-Western .......cccsseesseesee| 100 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 100 
Great Northera 100 

Do., A Stock* 100 
Great Southern and Western of — seseee] 100 
Great ———— .te 
Lancashire and York 100 2 
London, Brighton, and South —— oon +} 100 





London, —— and Dover 
London and North-W —— 
London and South Vestern ioo 
Manchester, Sheffield, an@,Lincoln ......+...| 100 




















— 








— — 


Metropolitan 100 

Do., District 100 

Midland 100 
North British 100 
North Eastern 100 
ee ro 

Stock| South Devon * 100 
Stock! South-E n 100 




















* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 





BIRTHS, MABRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


ANDREWs.—July 13, at No 3 * Oakioy-square N.W., the wife - 
of Jobn Andrews, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Bgan.—July 10, at Teddington, the wife of W. H. Rodberd. 
Bean, solicitor, of a son. 

Wis. —July 10, at Winster Villa, Forest-hill, the wife of 
Frederick Cooper Willis, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

MARRIAGE, 

VERSAN—WHITESIDE.—July 12, Hove, Brighton, J. R. — 
Couturier de Versan, barrister-at-law, to Harriette J: 
Whiteside, daughter of the late Rev. * William White. 
side, Vicar of Scarborn’, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
Bankrupts. 
Fray, July 9, 1880, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 


Basham, George Reginald, Crown Hotel, Red Cross st, Licensed 
Victualler. Pet July 6. "Murray. Ju '28.ab 1 


rd, Pimlico. Pet July 7. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Matthew Stevenson, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Tailor, Pet July 2. 
Gt Grimsby, July 22 at 3 

obert, Digs Diggle, Zork, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 7. 

July 
** pol Reading, Berks, Tea Dealer. Pet July6. Collins. 
Reading, July 23 at 11.30 
Rose, Ric — in- ———— Lancaster, Innkeeper. Pet 

ee at 
eyo me Estate Agent, Pet July 

1, Lister, Manchester, saty 1 19 at 


Tuxspay, July 13, 1880, 
—X —* the Bankraptoy Act, 1860, | 
tors must forward to Registrar. 
ToS London. 
** E M iy 2 Sarat Pet July 
— Georg Philp, Clarendon mers Town, Dealer in Wear- 
ving Apparel Pet 8, Beall Boraly 38 as 1130 Pot July 9 
—— 2 uston Grocer, 4 
Pepys. July 30 at ‘ Yi 


To Surrender in the 
Tae See heffield, Coach Builder. 


8 
. July 29 at 2 
Pet July 8, 


July 8 Wake. 


Seaton Carew ent Hartlepool, Farmer. 
ton, Sunderland, July 24 at ti 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Farwar, July 9, 1890. 
illiam Cumberland, Bournemouth, Hants, Hosier, July 





tear a ofc Stan, King’ Norfolk, out of busi ness. 
8 
July 29 at 11 st offices of Rg Pm Py 
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james J 2atBet 
———— — 
o 
Stroud, Clarence parade, Cheltenham i 
Edward, and Arthur 3 , Stonemasons. July 
21 at 4 at the Bell Hotel, Sadler Gate.’ Hex pty uae 
, Arthur ward, , ion Agen 
Bishop, He —— —— Needham ay * Pc 
mare aildhatt Coffee house, ee 4 


Boot: Manataatarer, July 21 


Bo! wi George, Newcastle-w , Dealer in Cattle. 
a at Beil f — * —— ——— est, Newcastle-upon- 


Bradley, Joseph, — ——— — Stonemason, July 20 at 11 at 
flices of Halifax 


oO 

Branchflower, William, Wivesliscombe, Somerset, ——— July 21 
at Tl at offices of Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunto 

idge, Farmer. 2 21 ‘at 1 at 


isbech 
Buckland, bf meget eae rd, Builder. July 2? at.3 at offices of 
Moore and Son, iby sq, Bisho gate. Smallman 
Burnet, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Commission rm mf | July 
16-at 3 at offices of Gillespie and Co, Cross House 
gate rd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Sewell, Newcastle-upon- 
Burton, John, Westminster Bridge rd, Musical Instrument 
July 30 at 4 at offices of Hanson, King st, Cheapside. ‘Terry 
~Clark, Henry, Gibraltar walk, Bethnal Green rd, Slide-Box Manu- 
facturer. July 16 at 3 at offices of Widdecombe, Metropolitan 
chambers, Broad st 
Clews, Henry, West Bromwich, Stafford, Corn Dealer. July 21 at 
11 at offices of Forrest, Church st, Oldbury 
«Coleman, Daniel, King Edward's rd, South Hackney, Florist. July 
oa at 3 at 40, Southampton buildings, Holborn. Cooper, Chancery 
e 
Cox, William, Worthing, Sussex, Grocer. July 27 at 3.at offices of 
Nye, North st. Brighton 
Crawford, Hugh Hill, Birmin Merchant. July 30 at 3 at 
offices Of Rowlands and Co, ‘olmore row, Birmingham 
Crockett, Herbert, ee Baker. July 21 at3 at offices of 
Fallows, Chi st, B 
Crook, Thomas, — — July 21 at 11 at offices of 
East, Temple’ st, Birmingham 
Daniels, Samuel, Cardiff, Butcher. yuly 3 24 at 11 at offices of 
Stephens, Bute’ crescent, Bute Docks, Cardiff 
Thomas, Gt Ormond yd, Bloomsb Cab Proprietor. July 
26-at 3 at offices of Wright and Lane, H High H Holborn 
Denham, Robert Godson, Doncaster, York, Licensed Victualler. 
July 30 at 12 at the Angel Inn, the Square, East Retford. Bescoby, 
East Retford 
Dunsby, Albert Augustus, Widnes, Lancaster, Grocer. July 24 at 11 
at offices of Lowe, Mount pleasant, Liverpool 
English, Everard, Addlethorpe, Lincoln, of nooccupation. July 19 
at 11 at Hildred’s Hotel, Skegness. Bourne-Padley, Lincoln 
Entwistle, James, Bury, Lancaster, Felt Hat Manufacturer. July 28 
at 11 at offices of Dodds, Bolton st, Bury 
Evans, John, Monmouth, Chemist. in 30 at 1 at the Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st, Lloyd, Newport 


= James George, Mile End 
at offices 0 of Cannon, King st, 


— 


Evans, John David, ansea, Grocer. July 20 at 12.30 ut the 
Merchant's Association, Broad st, Bristol. Richards, Castle sq, 


efor ae Robert, Chesterfield, Derby, Licensed Victualler. July 
at the Scarsdale Hotel, Chesterfield. Gee, Chesterfield 
Fisher, W Williams — owl, Phooey Chester, — Keeper. — B at 
Manchester. Nadin, 


* 26 at 
Hollams 


—— 

Frankeombe, Arthur, Mare st, secamaiaie cy Draper. 
3 at offices of Cooper and Co, George st, Mansion house, 
and Co, Mincing sale 

~Gandy, James, Bolton, Lancaster, Paper Hangings Dealer’s peer te 
July 27 at 3 at offices of Lofius and Horrocks, Aeresfield 


Bol 
‘Gaskell, Hi Ince-within-Mackerfield, — Butcher. July 


27 at 11 av othe of France, Churchgate y Hat 
Geen, Jo Dome ge ig oy — 2 at the Guildhall 
July 


Tavern, enamel East India a’ 
Gilkes, Edwin J ins, le of Wight, “private Tutor. 21, 
—— t Thomas’ sq, Ryde. Hudson, South- 


Gi il, Walter James, —— York, Auctioneer. July 20 at3 at 
of Badger an —— chmbrs, Rotherham 
pg ee whee. 


at 2 at offices of 


* July 23 at 11 at offices of 


Betts, Thetford, Norfolk, Boot Factor. Jdly 23 at 
of Chittock and Woods, Bank st, Norwich: 
Gustave West 8 Cattle Salesman. July 19 at 2) 
ae — ’ hall Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. Bas- 
Halligan, Patriek, 
sre Toma, Kington 
Haris, Thomas King st, 
Hart, Lyon Al — Merchant. July 24° 
at offices of Wi and Co, Queen V st, in lieu of the place | 


—— — Chester, Coal Merchant. July 17 at 2 


ef 


i, Wig, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. July War Gat 
Coal Merchant. July 16 at | 


' 


| ens ——— 


July 17 at U at 
Bjome, Bomeret, Deeper July 26 at Liat 
Biscuit Manufacturer, fy 


Mazar: Boston ——— 


Peco Confectioner. 
et) Hanley, oo 

— 508 3 
— Cannon . Hotel 


Hutchin, Char! 
at the Midland na’ Hotel, 
case, Sea 


— — Hirwain, A’ 
, St Mary st, and. Kenshole, Aber- 


Ives, Samuel Benjamin, and George William Ives,‘ Great Yarmou 
oe July 29 at 3 at ‘Gens of Holloway, Ball’s Pond 
s 


ew st, Birmingham. Johnson and 


ar wll Jat 
Queen’s —S— ond 


Johnson and Co, Archhouse chambers, John st, Bri 

James, Edmund, Earls Barton, Northam ton, Butcher. 
3 at offices of Gillit, Corn —— ellingborough. 
and Jackson, Wellingboro 
James, William, Cinderford, 
offices of Parker, Newnham 


— Torquay. Devon, Tailor. 
ge st, Bristol. H 


of Wright-and New 

Kerby, William, jun, Ashby- de-la-Zouch, 
22 at at offices of Fisher and Co. 

Kilby, Samuel, Deptford, Kent, Builder. Faly 2 at 3 at offices 
Groom, New Broad st. Cattlin, Wormwood st 

Lawton, —— Fenton, Stafford, Grocer. July’20 at 11 at offices 

Marfleet, X ormacott rd, Longton 

Lee, Willem, Wile ————— Baker. 
at offices of Dallow, Queen sq, Wolverham 

Lin , John, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler,. 
of ing and Co, Change meg ee 

Line, Samuel, Southampton, Boot Maker. July '23'at 3 nt.offices 
Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol. Clark, 


at offices of — Co, Martin st, Stafford 


son and Syers, Lo Liverpool 

Lockhart, David Harrison, Bristol, Sewing Machine Agent, July 
at 11 at offices of Downi , Wine st, Bri 

Martinavsky, Ignaltz, Mon 
of Cannon, King st, —2* 

McGrane, tnd Pugh, Dance Chester, Baker. July,26 at 2 at offices 
Hannan and h, Duncan st, Birkenh: mhead 


Meller. Moses, 8: Builder. July 2l.atdéct offices 
“ge By 


gate, 

woriheia, Robert Henry, Ptymonth, Tronfounder, July 20 at l 
offices of Square, George st, Plymouth 

Middleton, John Donston, 
at 11 at offices of Grange and Win 
West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 

Miller, J —— Aston, Warwick, enna. July 16at 11 at offices of B 
lings, Ann st, eae wep 

Mills, Charles Farq uharson, Swansea, Glamorgan, Plamber. J 
22 at 12 at offices —“ Stevens, Castle-chambers, Wind st, Swan 
Kem rne and Son 

Mitchell, James, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. July 20 at * 
offices of Keenlyside and Co, Grainger st, West, Newcastle. 


Meg. © and ‘Robert Winterbottom, Luzley Brook, 
—— Tuly at 4 at offices of Needham and Co, ¥ 


hester 
Nurse, William, Wolverhampton, Commission Agent. 
at offices of Stirk, North st, WV. 





2 at offices of r, South Castle st, Liv 
Sus Grn, Butcher. July 98 u at offices 
Evans, Wind st, 


at 12’at offices Ref ew 
Parke, Elizabeth, Birmin; 
East, | a st, Birmingham 
Parr, Robert Dyas, Blackman st, Southwark, Ironmonger. July 1 


at 3 atl Queen Victoria st, in lien of the piace ori 


kett and Leader, St. Paul’s Church yard 


Parsons, John, Bristol, Painter. July 22 at 
Broad st, B Bristol. Meade-King and if Bice, Brito 
Pearce, George J ohn, 8t..John’s rd, Ho: mon, Alanager to an Ol 
Colour Man. July 27 at 4 at offices —S ye 
Perkins, Ni Buxton, Derby, B Builder. 3 J at 12 


8 Hotel, Buxton. Bennett and 
ee ay —— at Law 2 ‘itt 
Albion pl, 


at ofces 0 Blake, x chambers, Great Yi 


Powell, Ba Edward, Locher! —— Sree. 9 July —2 of 
Da Minster st, outhampton 
* 


Price, Davi loon 
— , Farmer. July 22 at2 at fF 
Pri Fitts, Idle, York, Joiner, July 22 at.4.at offices of 
son Tyrrell st, 


Prior, Altre near Canterbury, 
— onckton and ( — King sy Maidstone 
mas Lerwell amorgan, Boot 
gs z docs li at cfliees of Davion, Ales —— 
Reid, James, Dudley, Worcester, Draper. July —* at 12 at offic 





Wyeombe, een aiaenes Licensed Victualler, July 2]’at 2) 
— ery eh Wp urch #4, High Wycombe 


i 


Warmington, Castle pl, Dudley 


20at 12:30 at the 


Jacobs, — Bristol, out of business. July 19 at 3 —— offices of 
July 20 at 
Sharman 


uu, 
, ean Carpenter, July 21 at 12 at 


Janman, Thomas, Chichester, Sussex, Solicitor. July 20at 3.30 
the Dolphin Hotel, Chichester, Nye, Brighton 3 
Jervis, uly 22 at lat the Swan — 


uggins, Exeter : 
Jones, ree Robert, — July 21 at 3 at offices — 





July 22068 
—— 


Lingard, George Rands, Hanley, Stafford, Boot Dealer, July 20 wie 4 
Lioyd, Joseph, Liverpool Wine Dealer. July 22 at2at offices of Dick. 
SI 


Sana, ; 
ell st, Merchant. July 21 at 1 at offices — — 


Great' Grimsby, Lineoln, Jeweller. July 8 
tringham, St St Mary’s chambe 



















O’Brien, John, Saint Helens, Lancaster, Coach Builder. July 30 


* Blenheim st, New Bond st, Tailor. July 
an! 
ictualler. July 21 at 3 at offices 


Ye 


Yarmouth, Norf Sailmaker. July 26 : 
orfolk, : 
——— 


July 22 at 19 
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Factor. July 21 at11:30 


i 
a 


Roberts, Ji Cattle Dealer. July 21 at.11 at 
George Hotel, sdford. Jessop, Bedford 

William | Griffith, Liand on, Quarryman. 
Reiy 23 at 3 at offices of jones and Church st, Carnarvon 
Robins-n, William Thomas, and George Leeds, Woollen 
Manufacturers. Ji 21 at 11 at offices of Cousins, Bank cham- 
bers, Park row, 
Sanderson, Alfred, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Builder. ees 
offices of Stephenson and M: — hopes | 

ot Mame, Sakon Regent July 28 abd 
offices 0! st 
Scott, Samuel, Ardwick, Lament, . July 26 at Il at 

0 hee dn eee Mane! 

J Broad >> Oil Merchant. July 27 at 2 at 
* cee eo f Ken — a ing School 
; of a Boarding 
J 2 at 8 at Dake's mal, Wieeteh Easton. Clifford’s inn 

William, Irchester, — — Merchant. July 
22 at 11 at Hind "Hotel, Wellingboroug harman and Jackson, 
Wellingborough 


Robert, Crosby hall chambers, Tea Dealer. July 

Ops is at oes of Philpott, Guildhall chambers. Basinghall st 
Shorney, ‘alter, eston-8u -Mare, Somerset, Builder. 

9 at ila at t ofc, of Bakers and Co, ‘Weston. super-Mare 
sail, James, , Tea Merchant. 


July 26 at 3 at offices of 
— — — aetna. Picture Dealer. Jul 
? cture er. 
21 at 11 at Stites of Per of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham — 
Swurdy, Robert, Form , Lancaster, Boot Maker, July 30 at3 at 
——— —— * Union ct, Liverpool, Cleaver and 


omen. “hee vy, Nou Boece oy Fruiterer. July 22 at 3 at offices of 


e, er gate, Nottingham 
— Barnsley, York, Boot Maker. July 24 at 11 at 
offices of Dibb and Co, Barnsley 
Ticehurst, William Henry, and Walter Grain Brighton, Shop 
Fitters. July 21 at 3 at offices of Goodman, orth st, ighton 


Townsend, Studley, Wilts, Market Gardener. July 22 at 3 

Speke Albion buildings, New Swindon 

ware Dealer. July 29 at 12 at 
Potter, Derby 

» Bradford, , York, reper. July 21 at 3 at offices 

rs’ Association, Par’ m chambers, Market st, 


Ebenezer, jun, Chelmsford, Essex, Cabinet Maker. July 26 
ai3atthe Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yard. Duffield and Bruty, 


Chelmsford 
Upton, James, New Swindon, Wilts, Fishmonger. July 22 at 10 at 
Boodle, = chambers, New Swindon 
illiam, W: n, Lancaster, Grocer. July 28 at 12 at 
and ——— Market st, Manchester 
tratford, Boot Manufacturer. July 22 at.2 


st 

, Northampton, Common Brewer. 
Ferrers. Simpson, Higham 

Whiteley, John, Leeds, Engine Smith. July 22 at 3 atoffices of 
Bank Leeds ¥ 


st, 
Joseph, Belford, Northumberland, Cattle Salesman. 
29 at 2 at offices of Keenlyside and Co, Grainger st West, 


“Altred, North Shields, Draper. July 28 at 12 at offices 
orn, Cainden st, North Sh 
Wilson, William, Dartford, Ken ———— July 26 at ↄ at offices of 


ohn, and ‘William Percival, Ardwick, Manchester, Manu- 
i Maichestor at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, 


1 
oye 2 igh ek Cant ee FP BIS ee 


W: 
Bates 


ic 


— July 13, 1880. 
Tie Themes, Oc le Pritchard, Hereford, Shoe Maker. July 29 
at offices of James and —E Saint Peter st, Here- 


—— cen — July 29 


ain of Raynola, igh a High — July 22 


ms —— of Triggs, Broad st, Bristol. Meade-King and Bigg, 


—— Clothier. July 26 at 10.at.offices of South- 
— ee x 
a3. Maw Sorrell and Son, i Gt — 


= —— —— —— July 8 at 10.30 


Apperknowle, Derby, Tuly'81 at 3 at offices 


er, sete et May ie ba Ye 


‘ullings and Co, 


Brookes, Tsaac, — a gs ~ 
= conan Hots, Heemeteth oh, Bumtatten” Jat Jelf, Birming- 


Fe ine, wien. Fa July 27 at 12 at | 


aay a 
at 11 a6 the ‘Head Chelmsford. Fitch, 


— — Grocer. July 28 at 4avoffices 
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— —— July 19 at 3 at —— Cassland Ae ol, as July 26 at 


at 11. 


ee ee 


Cook, —— bee Tork, Ba July ‘28 at 12 at 
— ecw See set nr Ward, Oxford, Parmer, Aug 4 


Coulbeck, Charles, Gt Gms Groce — 26 at 11 at offices:of 
and Mountain 
Dalrymple, John — — ——————— — July 2 at 
Bat * George otel, Haymarket, Leicester. 
Drake, —— Drake, Bradimoro 
Builders. gus. 26 at 2 at offices of 
Co, —— Brand ‘ties 
hong’ Hutton, 26. at 
at offices Sones, Coney — York my * 
Durk, William, Swansea, Licensed Victualler. July 26 at 11 at 
Dyer, J oo a as —— Coal 
er, JO) it Auste! at 2 
offices — Cartyon and é : —* Gross lane, St * a 2 
son, Morton, Huddersfie ‘arm Labourer. 31 at2-at offices 
vot Freeman, —— — —— * ayaa 
Edgson, George, Ivinghoe, 2 am, Blacksmith. July 21 
11.30 at —— Bullock and Penn cae, Berkhampstea — 
Pin Gy on ieee satan 
and Co, m 
Fenn, John, Hemel Hempston 4 es 
3 at Swan 
Plear, Henry, 1 era en Derby, — July 27 at .12 at Black 
Horse hewn Somercotes 
Ford, Isaac, Blackpool, Lancaster, Restaurant Keeper. BE 27 at 3 
at ‘offices of May and Parry, Clifton chambers, Townhall st, 
Foster, John, Swinstead, Lincoln, eee. a at aoe 
Boat and Railway Inn, Stamford. 


Fox, William, Nottingham, out of business. July 27 at'3atoffiees 
of Belk, Middle vement, Nottin: 

Grocer. Jiily 28 at U at 

James, 


0 of Leech, Tronmarket, 
y 23 at 11 at offices: of 
tyring, Hartshead, Sheffi 


Fa; — Rdward, en ae 
weastle- under-Lyme, 
Neweastle-under- Lyme 
Geves, Edwin, Sheffield, Glass Dealer. 
‘ebster and 
Gillespie, James, Sunderland, Durham Draper. July 26 at 11 at 
offices of Lawson, Villiers st, Derby, " — 
, Chesterfie! , Plum July 23 at 3 at 
Scarsdale Hotel, Chesterfield. Ohesteriield 
Oreo Ob Tunstall, — Teller July 28 at 2.30 at offiees 


Green, John Uckfield, Sussex, —— Jaly ‘26 at 12 at Bear 
Hotel Hil 


Gruben, Me sng Dae Carl von, and Thomas Litton Johnson, —e—— 
Wine and —* —— July 29 at 11 at offices of Snow! 


Hania ——— Cheltenham, Chemist. July 23 at 10 at offices of 
Regent st, Cheltenbam 
Hargan, David Amner, — Kent, Watch Maker. July 30 at 
12 at at offices of Davis, Moorgate st 
m, Luke Siddon, Huime, Manchester, Plumber. Aug 6 at 3 
at offices of Eltoft, King st, Mancdester 


— Thomas, Bury, Lancaster, Fish —— 26 at 3 at offices 
, Barton Arcade, Manchester. — and Co, Bury 
Hellier, Jobn, Sparkbrook, nr —— . July 22'at 3 at 


of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingha: 
. Henry, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer. —— — 
Brooke, ‘Bond st, 


Leeds 
, Monkton Combe, Somerset, 
11 at offices of Bartrum and Bartlett, Moz 


— Robert, Rochdale, Lan Licensed Victualler. Jul 
at 3 at offices of O Cocksrott, "Wellington chamhace, Deake J 
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Morgans, Thomas, Pen , Radnor, Farmer. August 2 at 10.30 at 
the Walsh Arms Inn, wy Yi 


stradenny. Stephens, Preste’ 
‘ullen, Thomas, Hanley, Stafford, Plumber. July 30 at 3 at the 
Bank chambers, Hanley. Bishop and To am 
borough st, Pianoforte . August 4 at 3 at offices of 
Andrews and Mason, Ironmonger , Chorley and Co, Moor- 
gate st, 
— James, Vauxhall Bridge rd, Baker. July 23 at 3 at offices 
of Rae, Mincing lane 
26 at 11 at offices of Spencer, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Regent st, Hosier. ny 22 at 2at Inns of Court 
mduii 
Ormerod, John, Oldham, Lancaster Painter. 
Parker, Arthus, Nottingham, Fruiterer. 
Lees, Middle pavement, — 
Penfold, William, Marden, Ki ricklayer. my 27 at 10 at offices 
of Stephenson, on, Dover pl, Church st, Mai 
"Manafactarer, July 
22 at 2 at offices of Cheatle and Bower, 
Holborn 
July 
23 at 12 at offices of Linton and Kenshole, Canon st, Aberdare 
Pratt, William, Buxton rd, Poulterer. ñ uly 24 at 2 at offices of 
~ h, Elizer, Live Cotton Broker. July 27 at 3 at offices 
— and Co, North John st, Liverpool 
Foster, Brunswick st, Bloomsbury 
Reader, George, White Lion st, Spitalfields, Potato Salesman. July 
Reed, William, Britonferry, Glamorgan, Bootmaker, July 23 at 11 
office 8 of Davies, Alma pl Veath 
‘ern July 29 at 
12 at offices of Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Morgan, 
Pontypridd 
house Keeper. July 26 at 3 at offices of Jones, Kennedy st, Man- 
chester 
Palin and Co, Dogpole, Shrewsb 
Rothery, Crispin, Dewsbury, York, and Shoe Maker, July 28 
ury 
Schmitt, py wae Upper Marsh, Lambeth, Baker. Aug 3 at 2 at 
Seymour, William Henry, Wandsworth-road, Tailor. July 29 at 11 
at 1, Mitre court, Temple. Morris 
3.30 at offices of Wiles, Acker st chambers, Acker st, Rochdale 
Sherwood, Thomas, Sunderland, Durham, Glass Manufacturer. 
Simon, Richard, Charles Grantley Beechey, and Thomas Parr 
Severn, Nottingham, Engineers. July 27 at 2.15 at Assembly 
tingham 
Slater, Walter, St James’ rd, Holloway, — ——— July 30 at 3 
at offices of Wolferstan and Co, Greer. Suly 3h 
uly * at 4 at Crow Inn, 
Newport. Pearson, Market 
offices of teel and Jessop, Sleafo: 
Smith, William, Birmingham, Coach Painter. July 26 at 3 at offices 


Murdoch, Walter Stewart, and James Arthur Allison, Great Marl- 
* Manufacturers, 
City 
Newsome, James Johnson, Westbromwich, Stafford, Draper. July 
Orger, Henry, 
otel, High Holborn. Leslie, Cond 
July 26 at 3 at offices 
of Ascroft and Sons, Clegg st, Oldham 
July 27 at 12 at offices of 
Pennycad, John William, Mile End rd, Lam 
‘eatherstone buildings, 
Phillips, Francis, Cwmbach, Aberdare, Colliery Proprietor. 
‘Armstrong, — lane 
Read, Mary, John st, Edgware rd, Grocer. Aug 4 at 2 at offices of 
27 at 3 at offices of Pearce and ons, Giltspur 8t 
Richards, John William, dale, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
Richardson, Mary, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Lodging 
Robins, John Rawle, Shrewsbury, Builder. July 24 at 3 at offices of 
at 3 at offices of Shaw, Bond st, Dews 
offices of Makinson and Carpenter, Devereux buildings, Temple 
Shepherd, Thomas, Facet, near Rochdale, Greengrocer. July 26 at 
July 20 at 12 at offices of Wright, John st, Sunderland 
2* Low pavement, Nottingham. Dowson and Wright, Not- 
Smart, Charles, Newport, Salo: 
Smith, Joseph, North Keyme, Lincoln, Farmer. July 27 at 11 at 
of Buller and Bickley, ennet’s hill, Birming! 


S tevens, Frederick Hobson, The Pavement, Clapham Common, 
Provision Merchant. 


July 29 at 3 at offices of Armstrong and 
Lamb, Old Jewry 


Summers, William Henry, Duke st, Little —— Gold Beater. 
July 28 at 3 at offices of Hayward, st, Guildhall 

Taylor, James, jun, Old * Bloxwich. July 31 at 12 at officer of 
Baker, Bridge st, Walsal 

Thickbroom, Joseph, Watford Hertford, Printer. July 28 at 12 at 
offices of Wright, Walbroo! 

Thompson, John, Glayton-le- le- ‘Dale, Lancaster, Farmer. July 26 at 2 
at offices of Ainsworth and Co, Exchange st, Blackburn 

Tickell, John Antony, Stockton-on-Tees, icensed Victualler. July 
26 at 11 at offices of Dodds and Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Todd, William, West Hartlepool, Cattle Salesman, July 21 at3 at 
offices of Wilson, Church st, West 1 

Turner, Eugene, Stone, Stafford, Grocer. July 27 at 2 at offices of 
Holtham, Bank tafford 

— George, yboston, Bedford, Farmer. July 29 at 4 at offices 
of Wilkinson and Co, St Neots 

Vacher, Maria, Harriett Vacher, Jane beh ear and Emily Vacher, 
Exeter, Milliners. July 24 at 12 at the Corn Exchange Hotel, 

Wallis, Matthow Henry Corsto: ts, Innkeeper. 

is, ew mn, 

July 23 at 1 at the Kine’s Arms ‘Hotel, bear gr ae Mai Mullings and 

Co, Wootton Bassett 

Watson, James Walter ee Colestown aah Battersea park, 
—— — Clerk. July 26 at 12 at offices of Andrew, Clement 

ne, 

Webb, Jane —— The Par! ighgate, Schoolmistress. July 21 at 2 
at offices of Miller and —— borne lane 

White, George, Downs Park rd, West Hackney, Surgeon. July 26 at 


3 at offices of Foster, Gracechurch st 
By Journalist. 


White, U — 
— 406 2 ——— MG ly 21 at 2 at offices 
kes, Henry on ew rocer. Ju at 
of » Gresham st 
Thomas, and Emanuel 


Alfred Wheatley, 
_ Tailors, July 30 at 12 at offices of Paynter, South Oudtle ak 


pool 
Woo, John, and William Percival, Ardwick, Manchester, Man- 
ufacturers. Saly 7 at 4 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, 
Nor folk st, Manchester 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATIN, \ 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Cliocelate Powder. A 
Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
The Ba Rll it ‘the most nutritious, beg iy se : 
beverage Se Bevaknet, Luncheon, or Supper, and 


Invalids aod 
Highly commended by the * Medical Press, 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &o., and In REALITY 
— — 

ade taneous y wit iling water, a fal tous 

fast Cup, costing less than a —— — 

CocoaTiIna A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
— Chocolate, ani may be taken when richer chocolate § 


In tin —— at ls, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and G 
arities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. —— & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, V. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, be 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to orward his Pamphlet on Painless Dentistry, f 


enclosed by post, which explains the most unique systera of the 
ment of ARTIFICIAL TEETH without pain. 


CONSULTATION FREE FROM 10 TO 5, 


EDE AND S50N 


ROBE A MAKERS 


Y SPECIAL APPOINTM 
To Hrs Liajesty, the ive Chancellor, the Whole of the Judic 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, g 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITYS CLERGY GOWN 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


INANCE.—The Freeholder of an important B 

near London, and ready for immediate 

pre to receive from Solicitors of stand 

Builders on — amen ae terms.— , R., care 
Boot, 7, Mark-lane, E. 


AW.—JUNIOR CLERKSHIP in a (Ooi 
Solicitor’s Office is desired by a ents hly 
good correspondent, and speaking French flu nently 
teen years established clerk in Legac Succe 
Department, Somerset House, and —— in absi 
the purposes of Revenue, Wills, Marriage Settlemen 
Creating and Barring Estates Tail, "&e. Won appointment 
—— examination. Retired with — ate hee 
class references as to character, ability, and 
moderate required. Advertiser will in a 
future date to give five years’ service in return for 
dress, Water Wi.1iiamMs, Woodbine-villa, Luckwell- 
minster, Bristol. 


A OHANCERY BARRISTER, experione d 
Tuition, and who will be in London throughout # 
Vacation, would be glad to Read in Chambers with ge 
aring for the (November) Final or other Legal Exan 
co S1ema, care of Messrs. Stevens & Sons, 119, Ch 
A SOLICITOR of Eminence and Position 
proceed to New York for a short period on. 7th. 
— undociehen.—i. A. A., 23, Great Marlborough-st: 
NROUND RENTS.—Freehold. Amply § 
£31 perannum. Onecollection, Fivehouses. RB 
—— Price, B. £744.—Als0, £37 per annum. One co 
Rack rentals £200. re .—Full 
——— 57, Moorgate-street, E 
Just published, Second Edition, price 3s. 6d, 
A HANDBOOK of PRAOTIOAN REGISI 
TION (Parliament and — 
and Precedents. By EUGENE E. 8 es 
Witpr & Sons, Lincoln’s-inn Archway, London, wo, 
This Db) rice i 80, cl A 
day is published, a, pies * cloth, printed i in 


“1A ® 5 go of ot the ( COMMON LAW, 
Law, Llustrated 



































